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USE OF TECHNOLOGY TO 
IMPROVE THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
SSI’S FINANCIAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 25, 2012 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Committee on Ways and Means, 
Subcommittee on Human Resources, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:03 p.m., in Room 
1100, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Geoff Davis [Chair- 
man of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:] 
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ADVISORY 

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 

FOR IMMEDIATE RE T, EA SE CONTACT: (202) 225-1721 

Wednesday, July 25, 2012 

HR-15 

Chairman Davis Announces a Hearing on the 
Use of Technology to Improve the Administration 
of SSI’s Financial Eligibility Requirements 


Congressman Geoff Davis (R-KY), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human Re- 
sources of the Committee on Ways and Means, announced today that the Sub- 
committee will hold a hearing on the use of technology to improve the administra- 
tion of the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program’s financial eligibility re- 
quirements. The hearing will take place on Wednesday, July 25, 2012 in 1100 
Longworth House Office Building, beginning at 3:00 p.m. 

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, oral testimony at this 
hearing will be from invited witnesses only. However, any individual or organization 
not scheduled for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for consider- 
ation by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing. 

BACKGROUND : 

The Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program is the Nation’s largest Federal 
means-tested cash assistance program and is administered by the Social Security 
Administration (SSA). Unlike the Social Security Disability and Retirement pro- 
grams, which require sufficient past employment covered by Social Security payroll 
taxes for eligibility, the SSI program pays benefits to disabled and elderly individ- 
uals who currently have limited income and assets, regardless of prior work history, 
using general revenue funds. 

In 2012, the SSI program provides monthly cash pa 3 fments up to $698 per indi- 
vidual or $1,048 per couple, which typically includes eligibility for Medicaid to cover 
health expenses. In December 2011, SSI provided cash assistance to more than 8.1 
million children, adults, and aged individuals at an annual cost of over $49.5 billion, 
not including Medicaid expenses. According to the SSA actuaries, the SSI program 
is expected to grow by 1 million recipients in the next decade, with the largest 
growth coming among those over the age of 65. 

Since the program was created in 1972, SSI has applied financial eligibility re- 
quirements to all recipients, primarily in the form of monthly income and asset tests 
designed to ensure that individuals do not have significant current income or assets 
on which they should depend before turning to the program for support. For income, 
an individual’s actual monthly benefit is determined by taking the Federal SSI ben- 
efit and subtracting countable wages and other income received during a month 
(generally up to $1,481 per month for an individual with income only from wages). 
If countable income is not reported in a timely manner, it can cause an overpayment 
that is typically recovered from an individual’s future benefits. Separately, a recipi- 
ent’s assets must remain below $2,000 for an individual or $3,000 for a couple to 
maintain eligibility. Like income, certain items are countable, such as cash, liquid 
assets in a bank account, or property that can be sold; other assets are not counted, 
such as the value of a primary residence, car, or burial plot. 

The administration of these financial eligibility requirements can be difficult and 
error-prone if done manually and based on recipient-reported data. For fiscal year 
2011, the SSI program had a 9.1 percent error rate, representing $4.6 billion in im- 
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proper payments. To address this longstanding issue, SSA continues to look for 
ways to use technology to reduce error rates. This includes automated processing 
such as its Access to Financial Institutions (AFI) project, which attempts to confirm 
asset data reported by recipients with actual financial institution records. Through 
this and other automation efforts, SSA is expected to achieve significant program 
savings and has already reduced the SSI error rate by 17 percent in the last 2 
years, even as overall benefit outlays have increased. 

In announcing the hearing. Chairman Geoff Davis (R-KY) stated, “The SSI pro- 
gram provides important financial support for low-income families with 
disabled children, disabled adults, and aged individuals. Especially in a re- 
stricted financial environment, we need to ensure SSA is using technology 
to its fullest to administer these benefits in an automated, reliable, and effi- 
cient manner. This hearing will review what progress SSA has been mak- 
ing on that front, which is essential to targeting limited taxpayer resources 
to those with the most financial need.” 

FOCUS OF THE HEARING : 

The hearing will review SSI financial eligibility requirements and the use of tech- 
nology to improve their administration. 

DETAII.S FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: 

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear- 
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee 
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage, 
http:llwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “Hearings.” Select the hearing for which you 
would like to submit, and click on the link entitled, “Cliek here to provide a submis- 
sion for the record.” Once you have followed the online instructions, submit all re- 
quested information. ATTACH your submission as a Word document, in compliance 
with the formatting requirements listed below, by the close of business on Fri- 
day, August 3, 2012. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail 
policy, the U.S. Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Of- 
fice Buildings. For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call 
(202) 225-1721 or (202) 225-3625. 

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS: 


The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. As al- 
ways, submissions will be included in the record according to the discretion of the Committee. 
The Committee will not alter the content of your submission, but we reserve the right to format 
it according to our guidelines. Any submission provided to the Committee by a witness, any sup- 
plementary materials submitted for the printed record, and any written comments in response 
to a request for written comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission 
or supplementary item not in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will be 
maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee. 

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word format and MUST 
NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and submitters are advised 
that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. 

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing. 
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material 
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use 
by the Committee. 

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons and/or organizations on whose 
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the 
name, company, address, telephone, and fax numbers of each witness. 

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities. 
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202-225-1721 or 202-226- 
3411 TDD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested). 
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail- 
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com- 
mittee as noted above. 
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Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the World 
Wide Web at http:llwww.voaysandmeans.house.gov. 


* * * CHANGE IN TIME * * * 

ADVISORY 

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 

FOR IMMEDIATE RE T, EA SE CONTACT: (202) 225-1721 

Wednesday, July 25, 2012 

HR-15 

Change in Time for Hearing on the 
Use of Technology to Improve the Administration 
of SSI’s Financial Eligibility Requirements 


Congressman Geoff Davis (R-KY), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human Re- 
sources of the Committee on Ways and Means, today announced that the Sub- 
committee hearing on the use of technology to improve the administration of the 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program’s financial eligibility requirements, 
previously scheduled for 3:00 p.m. on Wednesday, July 25, 2012, in 1100 Longworth 
House Office Building, will now be held at 2:00 p.m. 

All other details for the hearing remain the same. (See Subcommittee on Human 
Resources Advisory No. HR-15, dated July 25, 2012.) 


Chairman DAVIS. Good afternoon. Thank you to our witnesses, 
staff members, and visitors for your patience. Unfortunately, we 
don’t control the whip’s schedule for votes. I appreciate your for- 
bearance in the unanticipated delay. 

In today’s hearing we are going to review how technology is 
being used to improve the administration of the Supplemental Se- 
curity Income, or SSI, program. As the Nation’s largest Federal 
means-tested cash assistance program, SSI is sometimes called 
“the other welfare.” Last month SSI provided checks to more than 
8.1 million disabled and aging individuals. For example, that is al- 
most twice as many people as collect welfare checks under the 
TANF program. 

Unlike other Social Security programs which require prior work 
and payroll tax payments, SSI pays monthly checks to disabled and 
elderly individuals with limited income and assets regardless of 
whether they have worked in the past. Since SSI was created in 
1972, it has had complex eligibility rules designed to ensure that 
recipients do not have significant income or assets on which they 
should depend before turning to SSI for support. How these finan- 
cial eligibility requirements are working and how their administra- 
tion can be improved are the subjects of today’s hearing. 

It is worth noting that in contrast to other means-tested pro- 
grams like food stamps, SSI has continued to enforce these finan- 
cial eligibility standards in recent years, which has helped to keep 
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SSI’s growth in check. The administration of SSI’s financial eligi- 
bility requirements can be difficult, prone to error, and extremely 
time-consuming, draining administrative resources, especially if 
done manually and using recipient-reported data. 

In 2011, SSI had annual payments totaling almost $50 billion, 
not including the cost of Medicaid benefits typically provided to SSI 
recipients. It also had a 9.1 percent error rate, representing a stag- 
gering $4.6 billion in improper payments. As I have described in 
previous hearings, we can and should expect more from govern- 
ment. We should expect it to administer benefits using 21st cen- 
tury technology, not from the era before the personal computer ex- 
isted. 

We have made significant progress in the past year and a half 
enacting into law our data standards provision to jump-start a 
process for defining these standards. And I am very grateful for the 
true bipartisanship in which Members of the Republican and 
Democratic Caucus worked together to give the tools to repair 
these broken processes and bring some private-sector business 
practices into government. 

I believe that SSA can and should significantly contribute to this 
process. What is more, I believe SSA will also greatly benefit from 
this effort, and it will improve how they administer all their work- 
loads, including SSI. This is all part of a larger goal of leveraging 
technology to prevent improper payments of all kinds. 

Today we will hear about how SSA has expanded nationwide the 
Access to Financial Institutions Project, AFI, along with other ef- 
forts to better use technology. These efforts have shown that while 
difficult, income and asset tests can be administered in a timely 
and cost-effective manner, improving program efficiency and reduc- 
ing cost to taxpayers. That is an important lesson not just for SSI, 
but across all means-tested Federal programs. 

For example, other programs, like food stamps, have recently 
waived these same sorts of complex eligibility rules, especially 
asset tests, to speed eligibility determination and expand benefit 
payouts. As a result, today one in seven Americans is eligible for 
food stamps, at a cost of over $70 billion in 2011. That is triple the 
level of food stamp spending in 2002, when the asset test was con- 
sistently applied. 

In a time of failed stimulus, out-of-control spending, and a strug- 
gling economy, we can’t continue on the current fiscal path. Effi- 
cient enforcement of programs — or efficient enforcement of income 
and asset tests across means-tested programs will make it possible 
for limited taxpayer resources to be targeted to those with the 
greatest financial need. In this, we hope the SSI program can actu- 
ally show the way. 

We look forward to all the testimony today and to working to im- 
prove how this program serves disabled and elderly individuals 
who depend on it, as well as ensuring all means-tested programs 
efficiently and effectively use tax dollars. 

With that, I would like to yield to my friend from Texas, the 
Ranking Member Mr. Doggett, to make an opening statement. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We have worked together on this Subcommittee to ensure safety- 
net programs effectively collect and use the information to deter- 
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mine eligibility. Because Supplemental Security Income provides 
modest benefits to aid individuals with disabilities, seniors, dis- 
abled children, our most vulnerable neighbors, it is critical that the 
Social Security Administration uses the most up-to-date technology 
to fully administer the benefits in the most efficient manner and 
ensure that only those individuals entitled to this important benefit 
receive it. 

But our goal of improving the integrity of SSI as well as other 
programs is severely threatened by the Republican Appropriations 
Committee, which would cut about a billion dollars from the Social 
Security Administration. This comes after cuts in each of the last 

2 years for Social Security, and this includes moneys that are es- 
sential for combating waste, fraud, and abuse. I believe that this 
cut means that there will be fewer SSI redeterminations, and there 
will be less available for other program integrity measures. 

Every dollar that is invested in SSI eligibility and disability re- 
views has produced between $6 and $9 in program savings. Cutting 
funding threatens the integrity of these programs. 

Ensuring an effective SSI program is important to over 8 million 
senior and disabled Americans who receive important assistance 
from the program. These benefits are not overly generous, with the 
maximum SSI payment providing less than $700 a month for an 
individual, which reaches less than 75 percent of the poverty level. 
But even at these low levels, this assistance is a vital lifeline for 
those who have little other source of income. 

In my home State of Texas, over 600,000 of our neighbors are 
helped by SSI, including about 55,000 in Bexar County and 17,000 
in Travis County. One of these people is a 37-year-old woman who 
has Angelman syndrome, which includes cerebral palsy, seizures, 
and profound cognitive impairments. She lives in a group home 
with other adult women and comes home to stay with her mother 

3 days a week. Her mother says, in these words: “Without the op- 
tion of community living, she would be at home. I would be unable 
to care for her and would be unable to work. We would be des- 
titute. Her only other option would be a State institution, which is 
unthinkable.” 

As we review current efforts to verify SSI eligibility, we should 
also consider steps to help SSI recipients comply with program re- 
quirements, especially when they attempt to go to work. We could 
take a major step in that direction by increasing the value of work 
for SSI recipients. The amount of wages that an SSI recipient can 
earn before losing some of their benefits has not been increased 
since this program was first started in 1974, at a time when gas 
was 50 cents a gallon and the median household income was about 
$11,000 a year. There is a real need to make a change there. If this 
earnings exclusion had kept pace with inflation over the last four 
decades, it would be well over $300 a month now instead of a mere 
$65 a month. Raising the current threshold would not only promote 
and reward work, but it would also reduce SSI overpayments to in- 
dividuals earning very small amounts from employment. 

Another step that we should take is to continue an expiring pro- 
gram that helps SSI beneficiaries navigate program rules when 
they attempt to go to work. Since 2000, the Work Incentives Plan- 
ning and Assistance program has served nearly half a million SSI 
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and SSDI recipients who are working or attempting to work, but 
the program is now expiring, and Congress, as with so many other 
areas, has failed to act. 

I recently joined Congressman Becerra in introducing legislation 
to extend this program and a related one so that we help SSI re- 
cipients understand and comply when they move into work. This 
extension would be funded by the Social Security Administration’s 
basic administration allocation, so taxpayers won’t be out another 
dime to do it. We really need for the House to act on it. 

I look forward to hearing our witnesses’ views on these and other 
issues and continuing to work with you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Doggett. 

I would like to remind our witnesses to limit your oral testimony 
to 5 minutes; however, without objection, all the written testimony 
will be included as part of the permanent record. 

On our panel this afternoon, we will be hearing from Ms. Carolyn 
Colvin, Deputy Commissioner of the Social Security Administra- 
tion; the Honorable Patrick P. O’Carroll, Jr., Inspector General of 
the Social Security Administration; Mr. Paul Soczynski, Director of 
Government Services, Accuity Solutions; Ms. Marty Ford, Director 
of Public Policy, The Arc of the United States; and Mr. Douglas 
Besharov, Professor, School of Public Policy, the University of 
Maryland. 

Ms. Colvin, please proceed with your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF CAROLYN W. COLVIN, 

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Ms. COLVIN. Chairman Davis, Ranking Member Doggett, and 
Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me here to 
discuss how we use technology to improve the administration of the 
Supplemental Security Income program, or SSI. I am Social Secu- 
rity’s Deputy Commissioner and the Administration’s accountable 
official for improper payments. 

SSI is the safety net in the Social Security Act that guarantees 
a minimum income to individuals of limited means who are aged, 
blind, or disabled. In addition to a monthly benefit, SSI eligibility 
provides recipients in many States with access to Medicaid. We 
have administered SSI since the early seventies, when Congress 
created the program to replace a patchwork of State-run income- 
maintenance programs. 

SSI turns 40 this year, and while we now use sophisticated tech- 
nology to help us administer the program, the design of the pro- 
gram itself has remained largely unchanged. I would like to share 
with you today some of our best practices and the lessons we have 
learned over the last four decades. 

While SSI has never been simple, over the years Congress and 
the courts have added many new rules which in turn have made 
SSI harder to manage. Nearly every change in an SSI beneficiary’s 
life, from moving to a new apartment to a spouse picking up an 
extra shift at work, can affect the benefit. Due to the structure of 
the program, some improper payments are inevitable; however, we 
continuously look for ways to improve. 

Our primary key to success is to regularly review our bene- 
ficiaries’ records. These reviews, which we call redeterminations. 
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help to detect changes and to ensure that our information is cur- 
rent. We save $6 in benefits for every dollar we spend, and our re- 
determination process is highly effective. When we complete more 
redeterminations, our payment accuracy rate goes up. 

Another key to our success is our use of data analytics. We do 
not have the resources to review every case, so we use predictive 
models to help prioritize our program integrity workload. This mod- 
eling focuses our review on the cases with the greatest return on 
investment. In 2010, our predictive model for redeterminations 
helped us save $1.2 billion more than what a random selection 
would have saved. 

We have also learned how important technology is to helping us 
stay afloat amid staffing losses and growing workloads. While the 
SSI program requires the expertise of our trained employees, we 
successfully automated routine tasks, freeing our employees to 
focus on more difficult issues. 

Verifying the resources of SSI beneficiaries is an important, but 
error-prone element of eligibility. Through our partnership with 
Accuity Solutions, we have developed a creative approach, the Ac- 
cess to Financial Institutions, or AFI, Project. AFI allows us to 
electronically verify bank account balances as well as discover un- 
disclosed accounts. It is a significant improvement over the paper- 
based process it replaced and has been successful in helping ensure 
that we only pay the right people the right amount. 

Technology can also make it easier for our beneficiaries to com- 
ply with program rules. One example is our SSI Telephone Wage 
Reporting System. This system allows individuals to update their 
wage amounts over the phone and correct their SSI payments be- 
fore they are overpaid. This application has an additional sim- 
plification feature in that our records are directly updated with lit- 
tle or no employee intervention. We are now developing similar 
wage-reporting applications for the Internet and smartphone users. 

The last best practice that I want to highlight addresses the im- 
portance of sharing data across government. We have learned that 
data matches are critical to detect when beneficiaries have not re- 
ported changes to us timely. Electronic data matches have im- 
proved our program-integrity efforts. We have numerous computer 
matches with Federal, State, and local organizations, and we are 
constantly looking for cost-effective ways to obtain new data that 
will improve our payment accuracy. 

Our successes are largely dependent on sustained, adequate 
funding. I urge you to support the President’s fiscal year 2013 
budget request for SSA because we have proven that we deliver. 
Through the hard work of our employees and technological ad- 
vancements, we have increased productivity by an average of about 
4 percent in each of the last 5 years. 

In closing, we continue to look for ways to simplify the SSI pro- 
gram. As we consider changes, we are also mindful of the need to 
balance benefit adequacy, benefit equity, and program integrity. 
We look forward to working with the Subcommittee on these im- 
portant issues. 

I am happy to answer any questions. Thank you. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you very much, Ms. Colvin. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Colvin follows:] 
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(*hnirniiin Davis. Ranking Member Doggeii. and Members of ilie SutKoinmiiiec. 

I appreciaie tills opportunity to tip|>car before the Subcomniiiice to discu.v5i the lessons learned 
from the Sotial Security Administration's (SSA) management of llic Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) program. It has been -40 years since timainem oi iUc SovUtl S<rur{i\ AmeiiJtwnh 
of 1^72. which created the SSI program. Umlonbtedly, we have faced a mimlier of significniii 
challenges in adniinislcting SSI over the years, but i Irclievc that the record will show that, with 
the help of tlii^ Sukommittec. we diligently manage this complex progmm. 

In W12, when the SSI program was established. Congress moved the responsibility for 
administering programs for needy aged, blind, and disabled individual.s from the States to the 
Federal Government to provide a standard floor tif income to these vulnerable individuals based 
on nationally uniform criteria. Congress desigruitcd SSA kcausc of our e.xisting infrastnicture 
and reputation for ncctimle. efficient, and compassioimtc administniiion of the Social Security 
programs. 

While there have been seveial major pieces of legislation changing eligibility provisions in the 
SSI program, such as the PersoiMt HestHmsihility ami U'orA Opponunitx Ra tmaiuUion Act of 
/vy6 and the Poster Core tndepetidem'e Ai t of /W9. the basic slnictiire of the SSI progiam as a 
cash iwssistancc. means-tested program of Inst resort has remained unchanged. As described in 
the Ways and Means report on the originating legislation': 

Thv new profiroin has been designed with a xiew toword providinn: 

/ . An income source for the ourd, hiind, and disabled income and resoarces are 

below u specified level: 

2. Incc/Uh'vs cutd opportunities for those able to work or to Ite reliohdiuued that wdl 
enable them to escape from their dependent sinuttions: and. 

J. An efficient and economivol metluHl of providinti this assi.sUwre . 

My testimony focu.scs on the Inst of these elements. Specifically. I will discuss what wc have 
Icanicd through 40 years of experience in providing assistance under a complex, means Ic.sied 
program, and how we liave used teclinology and other innovative approaches to efncienily niul 
effectively make sure that only eligible individuals receive the right amount of beiiefits at the 
right time I will highlight some of our recent innovniions such as predictive modeling, data 
exchanges, and data mining, bin it is also imponnm to understand that successful udminisiniiion 
of the very complex SSI program lequircs more than just technology; it rct|uircs an udci)uate 
number of well-trained Sociul Security staff. I must nl.so note ihnt I will only discuss how we 
determine eligibility and benefit amounts bscsed on meunv testing. First. 1 will kgin witli u quick 
overview of the .scojw of the SSI prognun 


* H'Hisc Ropiirl Nn.*>2-2!t|.pu^c 147 


Fiige ! Ol 9 
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Our BeneficiariCH 

In calendar year 201 1.8.1 million aged, blind, niid disabled individuals^ tcccivcd SS! beuefiLs on 
a nionlbly basis, ('or these bencricinhes. SSI is a vital lil'cliiic that enables diem to meet llieir 
biwic needs oI'IikkI, clothing. and shelter. In20l I. these bcnelicianes received tnore than S49 
billion in Federal SSI benel'it.s and an Addllionai .$.1.5 billion in Slate supplementary payments. 

Slightly mi»re than 2 million of the individuals receiving SSI arc aged 65 or older. Of these, 
loughly half are aged 75 or older. Nearly 70 percent of those over 65 ate female and many . if 
not most, are widowed or never married. SSI a safety net under .Social Security and. in fact, 
about 2.7 million SSI recipients also receive Sircial Security bei>ent.s. At tfic other end of the age 
H|>eclrum, nearly 1.2 million disabled diildron under age ISrecelveSSI henents. 

The 2012 (‘ederal SSI benefit rate is S608 a month, which is about 74 percent of the poverty 
level. Bligible couples— troth of whom arc aged, blind, or disabled— receive the Federal irenefit 
rate of $1,048. which is about 82 percent of the poverty level. There are about 281 .(KKI eligible 
couple.s receiving SSI. 

By any nica-siire. SSI recipients are among the pmrrest of our citi/ens. For them. SSI is truly the 
program of la.si resort and is the safely net that protects them from complete jmpoveri.slimcnl. 

We must be extremely careful that efforts to improve the program and increase administrative 
ulTiciency do not harm these most vulnerable members of our.scKiety. However, rt is our 
obligation to the American taxpayer to ensure that payments made under the program are 
consistent with the prograni'.s retjuiremenis. 

Program romple.xirv and f^^ogram integrity mons 

Menns iesilng adds to the complexity of nny program. While ilic SSI program was never simple, 
il has become increasingly complex over the years. Congress has enacted a number of changes 
in re.s|>niise to concerns alKnit how liest in address the many event.s and situations that affect the 
SSI-eligibic population. 

Much t)f the program's complexities stem from the way SSI payment.s are calculated, which is 
defined by siatule. Two factors used to determine an individunt's monthly lieneru are income 
and living arrangements. Income can tic in cash or in kind, and is usually anything that a |)efson 
receives that can t)e used to obtain fmnl or shelter. It includes cash income such as wages. Social 
Security and other peiision.s, and unemploynioni compensation. In kind income is food and 
.shelter or something someone can use to obtain those items. Genenilly. the amount of the cash 
income or the value of the in-kind income i.s deducted from the Federal benefit rate, which is 
cuirently $698 a month. After disregarding the First $65 of earnings, we deduct SI for every $2 


' Alitiimtili iIk* numtvrot Jl&ihk'd rccipicuLs ha.s risen in recent yi'ar^.iKU' raitxiuie niH. In rucl.mir 

hciirinji Id cl aUouticHn- nic Jrtfpfwt S pcavnia^i' pHnta tn t-Y 2ni I iind iirx^hcr 5 pcm'MUiev fur Itils 

lljii'jl yc«r 
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ot'camings. R)r other inconie^f'or example. Siwial Sccurlty^we rctliiiH: the bcnelli lor 
dollar after disregarding the first S20.' 

Individunb* SSI benefit oiiunints also may change if they move into a dilTerenl "living 
amingenieiil''^ whether a person lives alone nr with others, or resides in u medical facility or 
other institution. For instance, when an individual moves inU) a nursing home, the person’s 
monthly (Myrnenl may ()e reduced to as little as $30 per month. If the person moves from his or 
her own household into the household of another person, and that person provides fcHid or 
shelter, the payment also may Ik reduced. 

1’he value of an individual's rcsi»urces atsi) affects eligibility for the program. An indiviilual is 
not eligible for benefits if his or her countable resources exceed $2XK)tt. and couples are not 
eligible if their countable resources exceed $3.0(X>. The.se resource limits have not lieen changed 
since I9K9. In general, we count as resources items individuals can conven to ca.sli and use for 
their support and maintenance, such as bank accounts, stocks, and bonds. Congress ha.s amended 
the Act several times to add new resources exclusions, further increasing the complexity t>f the 
program. Our Application for Supplemental Security Income is a 22 page form that asks 
applicants questions about these and other issues, i am including a c<ipy ns part of my statement. 

The design of the 5.SI program requires that we adjust benefit payments to account for these 
factors. Wu explain to SSI recipients that they must report these changes to us when they occur. 
Absent their tittvcly re|K>rting, it is difficult to obtain information about these change.s in a prompt 
fashion, resulting in some erroneous payments. Additionally, even if Individuals report in a 
llirwly manner, wc arc required to first provide written notification of how the change affects 
their benefit amounts and provide due process protections. This proccs.s delays adjusting 
payments to the correct amount. Furthermore, we generally make SSI payments on the first day 
of the mouth for eligibility in that month. Even if the payment is ct>rreci when paid, any changes 
that may CKCur during the mouth can affect (he payment due, which can result in an overpayment 
nr underpayment. Thus, the prognim requirtnnents theniselve.s sometimes cause erroneous 
payments. 

Ouroverfwyinent accuracy rate reflects the complex nature of the SSI program. Still, we have 
improved. In FY 2(K)8. our SSI overpayment accuracy rate was 89 .7 percent. Wc continue to 
make po.sitivc strides; at the end of F^'20i I our overpayment accuracy wa.s 92/7 percent. Wc 
were able to achieve this impmvement in pan by increasing the number of rcdeterminaiions of 
eligibility wc conduct. Rcdeterminaiions arc a prtKess we use to re-examine recipienU' incoitK 
ami rc.sourtcs to en.sure (hat they are still eligible for mmdhiy payments. Redeierminations are 
one of our most powerful po>grum integrity tools. We estimate that every dollar spent on SSI 
rcdetermiiialioiis yields about $6 in lifetime program savings, including Medicaid program 
effects. We have steadily increased the number of rcdeterminaiions wc conduct each year since 
F>’ 20()7. The following chart reflects the i(n|>ortant connection betw een the number of 
rcdcienninations we cortipleic— (Ictermined by our funding levels^and the accuracy of the SSI 
program. 


^ I he ik'llar amounts of the il)sri'guni> in Uk prc^HiUM Inn wtaciKCS tunc mU ehimtecd since the (Migmunng .SSI 
Icgislaiioii WiL<* ciiucted in |U7? 
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SSI O/P Accuracy and RZs/Lls Five-Year Trend 
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Similar to redetcrmiiialioiis. we also conduct periodic medical continuing disability reviews 
(CDRs) to evaluate whether disabled SSi beneficiaries continue to meet (he medical criteria for 
disability as required by the Social Security Act. We estimate that, on average, each dollar spent 
on SSI and Disability Insurance (Dl) medical CDRs will yield about $9 in lifetime program 
savings, including saving.s accniing to Medicare and Medicaid. 

l^son Learned: Predictive Models Help PrioiiUzc Our Program Integrity Efforts 

Predictive modeling techniques have proven to be immensely helpful to ensure (hat we use our 
re.sotirces effectively and efficiently. 

We do not have the resources to conduct rcdeierminations on all 8. 1 million SSI recipients every 
year. Using our SSI Redetermination Scoring Model, we target the cases most likely to be 
overpaid. In FY 201 1 predictive modeling allowed us to prevent SI 2 billion more in 
overpayments than what we would have otherwise identified through a random selection of 
cases. 


The model has two parts: the first pan predicts the probability that a ca.se ha.s an overpayment 
error and the second pan predicts the potential dollar amount of the overpayment. At the stan of 
every fiscal year, we run all SSI recipients thrx^ugh the model to prioritize error prone cases and 
schedule a redetermination. We also select for review the records that contain at least one issue 
that we need to further develop, such as undisclosed wages identified through our computer 
matching operaticMis. We call (he.se reviews “limited issues." 

To help us determine how to prioritize our CDRs. we employ a series of .statistical scoring 
models to predict the likelihood of medical improvement for adult licneficiaries who receive 
benefits due to disability These .stati.stical scoring mixtcls arc based on our historical di.sability 
ilata and predict the likelihood of medical improvement at a given point in time. The disability 
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(hila wc use tu build Ihese scoring nvulels utcludc a wide array of inedicul, demographic. and 
disability casc-rclated information. These scoring models allow us lo conduct CDRs in a cosu 
eftcctivc and efricicill manner llinl is also less burdensome for disability bcncriciaricK. 

Ltxson Learned: Autumution Heins Employees Focus on the MosI Complex issues 

Automation assists our employees by doing some of the more routine work and freeing them up 
to focus on more complex work that cannot t)c aulomiited. When we first lK*gan administering 
the SSI progruiu, we stored must case information on |>aper in a claims folder, and the field 
office keyed Ute basic claim data into an clcctrmiic telecommnnicatian.s terminal and transmitted 
it to the central office computer in naltiinore. 

(n 1^2 we iniplemenied our Modernized Supplemental Security Income Claims Systems 
(MSSICS). which guides our employees through collecting the information we need to determine 
eligibility and monthly payntent aimninl. MSSICS also stores the claims file information, which 
has nilowed us to move to fully electronic records. 

Wc continue to modernize the capabilities of this case processing system. Wc have migiuted to a 
web based architecture that allows us lo provide mbiist online services and addilioiiul lime 
saving features for our employees. It is a gradual process because a complete conversion is a 
large effon that requires significant IT resources to accompli.sh. 

Under the Social Security Act. we are required lo verify from independent sources infonnaiioii 
supplied by applicants and to obtain from outside sources additionoi information that might bear 
on an individual’s eligibility under the program.’^ Wc are constantly trying to expand the piM>i of 
such data available lo us or make the data available on a more linrely or economical basi.s. 

Resources in nnancial accounts arc a leading cause of erroneous payments, and the existence and 
value of those accounts is one of the most difnculi factors to verify. In KA>K. we submitted a 
legislative proposal, which contained a provision requiring SSI applicants and beneficiaries to 
provide their iiulhori/.iition lo obtain ail finFincial records from all riiuinclul institutions as a 
condition of SSI eligibility. With the supimriof this Siihcommittec.the provision was enacted in 
the Foster Care hutepetuhnvr Act p/'/WV. After wc had the authority lo obtoin financial 
inrormaiion. wc needed a mechanism to do so. Therefore, we developed and implemented an 
innovative approach to access financial inrormaiion. which we call Access to financial 
liislilutions (API). 

We conlmcl with a vendor, Accuity Solutions f'Acciiity”) lo help us implement and maintain 
API. Accuity is our iiiicrmcdiary with the financial institution community. They recruit 
rimmciat insiiiutioiis to participate m AM. train ilvem. handle all communicaiions. and 
troubleshoot when issues arise. They al.so reimburse the banks for the costs associated with 
supplying account data. 


Section l6.tlteHlHli>(i) 
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We recenily inlcgrated the Al'I prucc^ into out SSI case pmccKSiiig sysieni. which hns nllowed 
us to auioniatically obtain financial accuiini int'cmiation. Thik electronic process also enables us 
to check tor undisclosed accounts at randomly-seiecled financial instilutiuns located near the 
recipienfs address. 

We are always looking for smarter ways to handle our work. Building Ufxm our AF1 succe». we 
are exploring the use uf commerciiil databases to help us ideniiry undiseUxsed non-home real 
properly held by SSI applicants and recipients. This automated approach has the [loiential of 
lielping us uncover unreiHirted assets and improve the nccunicy and integrity of the SSI prugmm. 

Lesson Learned; AulomatioR Can Make it Easter for Our Beneficiaries 

Wages are the second leading cause of improper payments in the SSI pnvgram The SSI henefil 
is highly sensitive to fluctuations in income. SSI recipients must report chunge.s in their wage 
amounl.s to us. However, recipients do not always report wages to its on a timely Intsis. (^sy'lo- 
access automation tools helps our hciicficiaries report changes that may affect their benefits. 

W'e created the SSI Telephone Wage Rctxuling System (SSI TWR) to provide recipients with an 
ea.sy way to report their wages to us that would also save resources by updating our record.s 
directly wiihoiii requiring employee handling. The SSITWR system allows reefpienu to report 
their monthly wages using a toll-free, touch lone telephone system. When recipients report 
wages through SSITWR, the .system aulomatically updates the $$1 record, corrects the upcoming 
payment. if necessary, and issues a receipt to the caller. 

Ourte.su have .shown that the wage infomtation we receive through SSITWR is highly accurate. 
Nevertheless, we crosscheck SSITWR reports against the wage information from the Office of 
Child Support Enforcement's National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) and our Master 
Enmings File. 

We are ciiiTently developing an SSI Mobile Wage Reporting application, un extension of the 
SSITWR system, which will provide SSI recipients the ability to submit their wages via their 
mobile smart phones. Like its telephone coiinlerparl. the mobile application will automatically 
update the SSI record, correct the ii|H‘oming payment, if necessary. and issue u receipt to the 
individual. 

When recipients work but do not regularly report their wages, we must obtain the wage 
infontiiiuoit directly from their employers. We are constantly searching for inethiKls of quickly 
and efficiently gathering this Infonnation. We recently contracted with The Work Number, a 
large payroll proce.ssor. to provide m with imnieditiie and online access to ihcir large database of 
wages covering over 2.4t«i employers. Although we have been using The Work Numlier’s 
services for some time, our new coniruct nllow.s us to obtain more information immediately, 
saving our employees' time. 
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Lfcsx<»n l^rncd; Elcctrcniic Data Matches Improve Our ProBnim Intctfritv Efforts 

Dnlii exchanges Arc ii coM'efreclive way to preveiu and detect iiitproper payments. For 
example. In Fi' 21K)8, for every dollar we .spent on niir quarterly wage inatcli with the OlTice 
of Child Support Enforcement wc saved about S7 in SSI benefits. 

We ulien verify the incurtH: and resources used in the SSI means le.si through data matches, 
niftlcienl. accurate, and timely exchanges of data promote good stewardship for all parties 
involved. We have over 1 J^iM) exchange.^ with a wide-range of Federal. State, and local 
emilies that provide us with inrornialion that we need to stop benefits completely or to change 
the amount of benefits we pay. For example, our exchange with llie Office of Child Supp4)il 
Enforcement provides us with wage information, our exchange with the Inlemal Revenue 
Service provides us with data on income and asset owncrKhip.and ourexciuiiige with the 
Department of Homeland Security provides us with data on recipients who have volunmrily 
left the country or have been deponed. We also have about 2 J<X) exchanges with prisons that 
allow us to suspend bencfiLs to pri.soners ({uickly and efficiently. 

We arc iKiimd by the Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act, which rec|uires us to 
independently verify and give due prinress Ircfore we adjust payment based on the infomuitron 
we obtain through interfaces. However, three i>f our matches- Department of Veterans Affairs, 
OfTice of Personnel Management, and Railroad Retirement Board- qualify for an exception from 
die requirements of the CMPPA and automatically update SSI records and adju.st payment 
ninounts.The rest of our interfaces create alerts our employees must investigate and resolve. 

We appreciate (he efforts made by (he Chaiinirin atitl members of the Subcommittee to e.stablish 
uniform data exchange standard.H for certain Federal programs. W’e look forward to working 
with Congress to determine how best to establish unifonn data exchange standards while 
promoting efficiency and maintaining security of our beneficiaries' private infonnation. 

.SiniDlifving SSI 

Tension cxi.si.s between aspects of the SSI program and administrative efficiency. As I 
mentioned, the complexity of the SSI program is rooted in the requirement to determine 
eligibility u.sing an oxteasive set of rules covering income, resourcc.s, living arrangements, and. 
for betieficiaries under age 6S, a disability reqiiiiement. The program is designed to be 
responsive to the beneficiaries' changing circiimstances and requires that they report any change.s 
that may affect their eligibility or the amount of their monthly benefit 

Technology goes a long way in helping us administer the complex SSI program. However, 
technology and trained stAflHkine cannot eliminate (he complexity. Over the years, we have 
undertaken a mimlicr of iniliaiivcs to .simplify SSI htiih ndminlstmtively and lhanigh legislative 
proptisals, niul Congress ha.s acted on many of onr proposals. While the enacted simplificalinn 
pmposals have been relatively minor in scope, they have hatl an incremental po.sllive effect. 
However, Kignificant fundamental program simplification efforts are difficuli to achieve. 
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We will continue to scQrvh for ways to simplify SSI to niukc it easier foi our bencnciancs to 
uiulersland and easier for us to administer/ More immediately. Congress could help disabled 
individuals understand and navigate the complex disability work incentive provisions of SSI and 
the Social Security Disability Insurance programs by reauthorizing the Work Incentive Planning 
and Assistance (WIPA) and the Protection and AdvtKacy for Beneficiaries of Social Security 
(PABSS) programs. These programs have been reauthorized several times since they were 
created by the 1 99M Ticket to Work legislation, but the must recent rcauthorization was allowed 
to lapse at the end of Fiscal Year 20 1 1 . In January . wc sent a draft bill to Congres.s to continue 
the programs.^ We lixik forward to working with the sul)conimiilee to continue to address this 
cliallenge. 

Adeuuate Funding is Critical 

In FYs 201 1 and 2012, the difference lanween the Pre.sident's Budget and our appmpriniion was 
greater than in any other year of the previous iwodecadc.s. In KY 201 1, Congress rescimleil 
S275 million fmm niir information technology (IT) carryover ruridiiig. which will hamper our 
efforts to improve our pit»duciivity throtigh ff innovation. In FY 2012, Congress did not fully 
fund program integrity at the levels authorized by the Budget Control Act. limiting out ability to 
carry out required program integrity work. 

For F^' 2013, wc are requesting SI I.TriO billion for our administrative e^ipenses. a modest 
increase from F>' 2012, which inchidcs the program integrity cap adjustments authorized by the 
Budget Control Act. and which would put .Social Security on n ten- year path to eliminate the 
backing in program integrity review.s. 

Our FY 2013 budget request is lean. We have already curbed lower priority activities so that we 
can piimie two of our most im|K)rtant goals • eliminating the hearings backlog and focusing on 
program integrity work. It will be a chnilenge to achieve the goals ns.sociaicd with these 
priorities. We expect to h)se 2.500 3.000 employees in FY 2012 on lop of the more than 4.tKK) 
employees we already lost in FY 201 1 due to prior budget cuts. At the end of this year, the 
agency will have nboui the same number of employees that we had in 2007 even though our 
work has increased dramatically 

I urge Congress to pass this level of funding because we have proven that we deliver. Through 
the hard work of our employees and technological advancement.s. we have increased employee 
productivity by an average of aianil four percent in each of the last five years. Few, if any. 
orgunizalum.s have accomplished similar improvements. 


‘a legislative pnipn^al in ihc Pitsidcnt's FY 201.1 twulgci winiltlixmffinii the (nnitmcnt m tenmn icUcral. Suite, 
nnii iivul tuv crvdlK. m hich aiv r>mv irealcd dilfcrviUl) depending on Uie xnurcc of ilie cmtiis. The pnipuuil %ould 
4mpiir> SSI pulky tiad climirMlc (he odministnuive costs or itclcrmining whcUier siK-h credits aro esetuded redemi 
nii>menltorcuunlaMe .Slate or looii pnymcnis 
^ A vop) of (hul Nit mu> lie haind ui: 

hui) //wmv •,oeint?rf!eurU\ .LHu 'k <nstnimu'S.> i.il .i 2(iSL>.>iiiiv‘.i 20\Vii«k-’-;2oh.c4:nnvy 7.aUiiM»udinem*.r\2t>.»p.i3nJp 
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CunciMsion 

Wc itrc working oh improvutg otir (lUininisiralioi) of Hie SSI progriiin. locu-sing on 
technology can make us more efficient. In the future, we aie looking to <»ITer mobile anil online 
applications for reporting wages, online change of address and direct deposit, expanded use of 
Lexis-Nexis lo verify real property , and numerous other projects designed In impn)ve our .service 
and ensure the integrity of our iwyments. Of Ciuirse, these improvemeiiiH dc|>end on sustained 
und adequate funding to support them. 

L'ltinmieiy.thc ndminislralion (»f the SSI pr<igniin.duc to ib complexity, remains labor-inlcnsive. 
While modem iccitiiulogy has enabled us to incorporate new processes and new data siiurces. our 
employees are e^isential lo ensuring llte integrity of the SSI program. Our employees do a great 
job navigniing the complexity of this program and quickly delivering accurate benefits to people 
whudespemlely need ilieni. all wilh great compassion and skill. 

Thank you and 1 am happy lo answer any questions you may have. 


Attnchment; Application tor Supplemental Security Income (SSA-KOlKi) 
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SOCIAL SECURITV ADMINISTRATION □ TEL 


APPLICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI) 

Not« SocimI Sttcuntv AdminiMrfttion MAtt or oth«r« wOn pt»op4e Apply for 
SSI will fill out this farm lor yoii- 


Foriri 0|i|)r'.«V(i>i 
0MB No 0d00 02?9 


Do Nol Writ* in Thi* Spac* 
DATE STAMP 


I am/We are applying for Supplemental Security 
Income and any federally administered state 
supplementation under Title XVI of the Social 
Security Act, for benefits under the other programs 
administered by the Social Security Administration, 
and where applicable, for medical assistance under 
Title XIX of the Social Security Act. 


iltrtg Date I'licmM. day vn.vi 


r~| Heeeipi Q Protective 


Q FS-RSPCBREO 




I rrererreo Language 
Written; Spoken; 



TYPE OF CLAIM Individual □ Ineligible Spouse □ Couple Q Cluld Q Child Wfll> Paretila 


PART l-BASIC ELIGIBILITY- Answer the questions below beginning with the first moment of 
the filing date month. 


ml SnciKitv Niimbof 


Q NO Go to (dl 



(h) DM you ever trsn any other ttames (Incittdtnu maiden j— , r i i m 

hantul or any other Si>«:isl Security Numbnre? LJ Lj 


c) Otltar Nnme'ii) | Other Social Security Nuniherlsi iiAod 



Id) M you are hIbo tiling lor Social Sucunty BeiidfitK. go to F2; oihutwiaa compkfta tliu following: 

Mothei’ii Fathet’ft 

Moldoo Namp, Nama 


2 Applicant's Mailing Addross (Number & Street, Apt. No. P.O. Box. Rural Routel 


City and State 


3 ICIaimant’s Residence Address (11 different from applicant's insilhig artdressi 


City anrj Stale 


DIRECT DEPOSIT PAYMENT ADDRESS (FINANCIAL INSTITUTION) 


Routing Transit Number 

Account Number 

Q ChocMho 



Q Savings 


r~) Dliecl Depusil Reitised 
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6 . 


(a) Are you married? 

□ YES Go to Ibl □ NO Go to »6 

(bl Date of marriage: inwnth. dev. voert 


Hirthdate 

Imofiih. day, i—ti 

Social Sncuutv Number 

<dl Did your spouse ever use any other names 
(Including maiden name) or Social Security Numbers? 

□ YES Go 10 (ol □ NO Go to IK 


Other Social Security Niimber(s) Used 

(f| Are you and your spouse living together? 

□ YES Go to KB □ NO Go to (gl 


Ig) Date vo(> began living apart : (ntonih, d«v< vev> 


(h) Addfess of spouse or name of someone who knows where spouse is. iCompiote onlv if spouse is age 6& 
blind or disabled.) 


(a) Have you had any other marriages? 

□ YES 

You 

Your Spouse, if filing 

II never married, check this bos q 

□ no 

□ VES 

□ no 

Go to Ibl 

Go to 07 

Go lo lb) 

Go to 87 


(b) Givo the lollowing information about your former spouse. If there was more than one former marriage, 
show the remaining information in Remarks and go to 9A. 



you 

YOUR SPOUSE 

FORMER SPOUSE'S NAME 
(WclucAno maidMi n«rn&) 



SIRTHDATE 
(wonlh, day, vesr) 



SOCIAL SECURITY 
NUMBER 



DATE OF MARRIAGE 
Imonili, d«v. voar) 



DATE MARRIAGE ENDED 
Imcmil) <l*y, yedr) 



HOW MARRIAGE ENDED 




1. If you are filing for yourself, go to (a); if you are filing for a child, go tu le). 


ini Are you unable to work because of illnesses, 
iujiirios or conditions? 

□ YES 
Go to ib) 

You 

□ no 

Go to ITS 

Your Spouse 
□ VES □ NO 

Go to (b) Go to 87 

(b| Enter the date you became unable to work. 

■■■■ 

Itnimtl) dJiy voeil 


(c) What are your illnesses, injuries or conditions? 



You 

Go to (d) 


Your Spouse 

Go to (dl 

Form SSA-8000-8K (01 :?0til 

Pago 2 
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(d) If vou were unable to work becauee of Illnesses. Injuries, or conditions before you were age 22. do you 
have a parent who is age 62 or older, unable lo work because of illnesses, injuries or conditions, or deceased? 


n YES Parent's Name: 

Social Security Number 

Address: 

□ no 

«nonlh, ii«v. ve«t« 

(e> When did the child become disabled? 

(li What are the diild's disabling "illnesses. »n|uncs or i.orKlitions? 


Go to tfS 


Go lo If) 


Go to Igl 

(gl Does the child have a parentis) who is age 62 or older, unable to work because of illness, lojurtes, or 
conditions, or deceased? 

[~1 YES Parent's Name 

Social Security Number: 

Address; 


□ Go lo ta 


Birthplace 

City 

Stale 

Country (il other than the U.S.) 

You 




Your Spouse. 




if filing 



Go lo #S 


9. 

Are you a United Stales cillren by birth? 

□ YES 

Go to 115 

You 

□ NO 

Go to 910 

Your Spouse, it tUing 

□ yes □ NO 

^10 915 Go to 910 

10 . 

Are you a naturalized United States citizen? 

□ yes 

Go lo 915 

□ NO 

Go lo 911 

□ YES 

Go to 915 

□ NO 

Go to 9 1 1 

11, 

<81 Are you an American Indian born outside the 

United States? 

□ yes 

Go to (bf 

□ NO 

Go to (c) 

□ '"ts 
, Go to lb) 

□ NO 

Go to Id 


lb) CIteck the block that shows your Amerrcan Indian status. 


You Your Spouse, if filing 


□ American Indian born in Canada 

G(i 10 915 

□ Arneru^an Indian born in Canada 

Go to 916 

!□ Mernhof of a Fedorally iccogntzod Indian Tribe. 

□ Member uf a Federally recognized Indian Tube; 

1 Nante of Tribe 

Go to 9 1 5 

Name ol Tribe 

Go to 915 

□ Other American Indian 

Explain in Remarks, then Co to (c) 

□ Other American Indian 

Explain in Remarks, then Go lo (cl 


Form SSA-SOOO-BK 01-2012) Page 3 
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11 (cl Check the block below that shows your curreni immigration status 


Vou Your Spouse, if fHing 


Q Amerasian Immigrant 

Go 10 «12 

n Amerasian Immigrant 

Go to #12 

[~^ Lawful Permanoni Roaidertl 

Go to #12 

[~n Lawful Permanent Resident 

Go to #12 

Refugee 

LJ Date of entry; 

Go to #14 

w—t Refugee 

LJ Date of entry: 

Go to #14 

f — 1 Asylee 

^ Date status granted: 

Go 10 

1 — 1 Asylee 

^ Date status granted: 

Go to #14 

_ Conditional Entrant 

LJ Dale Kiaius granted: 

Go to #14 

|— 1 Conditional Entrant 

LJ Dale status granted; 

Go to #14 

[~~| Parolee (or One Year 

Go io #14 

r~] Parolee for One Year 

Go to # 1 4 

(~~| Cubsn/Haitian Entrant 

Go 10 »14 

[~~} Cuban/Haitian Entrant 

Go to #14 

l— . Depoftalion'Remnval Withheld 

LJ Date; 

Go to #14 

l — 1 Deportadon/Reniovat Wilhheld 

LJ Date; 

Go 10 #14 

p. Other 

LJ Explain in Remarks, then Go to Idl 

PI Other 

LJ Explain in Ruinarks, then Go to Id) 


(d) If you have status, or have applied for status as the spouse, child, or parent of a child of a US cltuen. or 
lawfully admitted permanent resident alien. Go to #13; otherwise Go to #16. 


12 Ilf you ore lawfully admitted for permanent residertce; 




Your Spouse 

(a> Date ol Admission 


(montrt. cfaty. yaar) 

(bl Was your entry Into the United Stales sponsored 
by any person or promoted by an ineilluilon or group? 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to (cl Go to (dl 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to Id Go to (d) 


(cl Give the following mformalton about the parson, institution, or group, then Go to Idl: 


Name 

Address 

Telepitone Number 



( ) 


(d) What was your immlgiatton status, i( any, before 
adiustment to lawful permanent resident? 

Stntiis 

You 

Your Spouse. II tiling 

Status. 



UIXMlIll 

From: 

Illy 




To: 

Go to fel 

lei If Ming os an adult, did your parents over work m 
the United States before you were age 18’ 

□ ves 

Go to (I) 

□ no 

Go lo #14 

□ YES 

Go to (II 

□ NO 

Go to #14 


If) Name and Social Secutily Number of porenilsl who worked. 


Name [Sociai Sociintv Nurnbor 


Nome I Social Socuriiy Number 
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13. 

(a) Have yoo. your chttd or yotir parent, been 
subiacted to battery or extreme cmeliy while in die 
United States’ 

You 

□yes □no 

Go to lb) Go to #1 6 

Your Spouse, if fHing 

□ yes □no 

Go to (b) Go to #15 

(bl Have you. your ohild, or your parent hied a 
petition with the Oepaitment ol Homeland Ser.uritv 
for a change In immigration status because of being 
subjocted to battery or extreme uiuetty? 

□ YES □NO 

Go to #14 Go to #16 

□ YES □NO 

Go to #14 Go to #16 

14. 

Are you. youi spouse, oi parent an active duty 
rnembur or a veteran of the armed forces ol the 

United Stales? 

□ YES □NO 

Explain in Go lo #16 

#dO(b). then 

Go to #15 

□ YES pNO 

Explain In Qolo»15 

#60(b|, then 

Go to # 1 6 

16. 

(a) When did you first malio your homo In the United 
States? 


|(T?fvnrh, tiny, ynnrl 

<b) Have you lived outside of the United Stales since 
then? 


□ VES □ NO 

Go to Id Go to # 1 6 

Id Give the dates of residence uulsido tite United 

Stales 

gjjjlim 

(month dnv v«iar) 

From, 

To: 

16. 

(a) Have you been outside the United Slates jthe 60 
slates. Oislricl of Columbia and Northern Mariana 
Islands) 30 consocutive days prior to iha filing date? 

□ YES □NO 

Goloib) Go to #17 

□ YES □NO 

Go to (b) Goto #17 

(bl Give the date (month, day. year) you leM the 

United States and the date you rotuinod to the 

United States 

Date Left: 

Date Returned: 

Date Lott; 

Date Returned: 

IF YOU ARE FILING ON BEHALF OF YOUR CHILD. GO TO »17. 

IF YOU ARE MARRIED AND YOUR SPOUSE IS NOT FILING FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME AND 

YOU LIVED TOGETHER AT ANY TIME SINCE THE FIRST MOMENT OP THE FILING DATE MONTH. GO TO 

H*!?; OTHERWISE GO TO #18. 

17 

(a) Is your s|)au.*((i/pHrnnt the sponsor of an alien who 

IS eligible lor aupplomonial security income? 

□ yes Go 10 (b) □ No GoloDlB 

(bl Eligible Alien's Name 

Eligible Alien's Social Security Number 

Go to #16 


la) Do you have any unsatisfied felony warrants for 
your arrest? 

You 

□ YES □NO 

Go to (b) Go to #19 

Your Spouse, it fifing 
□ □ NO 

Go to (b) Go to #19 

lb) In which slate or country was this warrant issued? 

Name ol State/Country 

Go to (c) 

Narno <>1 State. Country 

Go to (c 

(c) Was the warrant satisfied? 

□ yes □ NO 

Go to (d) Qota#)9 

□ YES gNO 

Go told) Co to #19 

(di Date warrant satisfied 

.■■I 

'rnontli. fidv. wnrl 

19 

(al Do you have any unsatisfied Federal or Slate 
worrsntft for violating tiro conditions of piobehon or 

parole? 

You 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to (b) Go lo #20 

Your Spouse, it tiling 
□ YES □ NO 

Go lo lb) ^ lo #20 
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19. 

(bl In which state or country was the warrertt issued? 

Namo of Siata/Coumry 

Name of Siate/Coiinlry 



Go to (c» 

Go to (c| 


(cl Was the warrant satisfied? 

□ VES □ NO 

Go to (dl Go to *20 

□YES □ NO 

Go lo (d) Gu to #20 


id) Data warrant satisfied 

BHI 



PART II < LIVING ARRANGEMENTS • The questions in this section refer to the signature date. 


20. 

Check tho block which bast describes your present living sltustion; 


□ 

Household 

Since imonm. tUy, year! 

Go to #25 


□ 

Non institutlonal Care 

Since (tiiMith. day. yaai) 

Go to #23 


□ 

Irtstituilon 

Since (munth, day, yeiw} 

Go to #21 


□ 

Transient or homeless 

Since inionth. day. yaar) 

Go to #3S 


INSTITUTION 


21 - 


22 . 


Chock tho block that idontiftos the tvpe of Institution where you currently reside, then Go to #22: 


[~~| School 

n Rehabilitation Center 

n Hospital 

□ j>ii 

Q Rest Of Retkomont Homo 

r~) Other (Specify) 

|~| Nursing Home 

Give the following information about the INSTITUTION 

la) Name ol institution 

<h) Date of admission 


|(c) Date you expect to be released from this mstltui»or> 


Go to #30 

NON'INSTITUTIONAL CARE 


23. 

Check tl>e block that beat describes your currenl ro«dence. then Go to #24: 


r~| Foster Home 

r~| Group Home 

[~~| Other (Specify) 

24. 

Give The following information about your NonInstitutionsI Care 


(a) Namo of facility where you live: 
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24, 1 (b) Nnme ol placing agency 


Addr<»s 


Telephone Ntimber 



Id Does this agency pay lor your room and board? 


□ YES Go to ff38 □ NO II NO. who pays? 

HOUSEHOLD ARRANGEMENTS 


Go 10 *38 



25. 


n Room (private home) 

|~~| Room (commercial establishment) 

26. qq yQ^, |[y 0 alone or only with your spouse? 

27. (a) Give Iho following iitlorinaiion about everyone wivo lives with you: 

Public Blind or M Under 22 

Assistance Birthdate Disabled Married I Student Social Security 


Name Relationship VES I Mb M 1 F mm/dd/yy VES I NO yES I Nb VE§ I Nb Number 



If anyoito listed is under age 22 and not married, Go to (b); otherwise, Go to f28. 
Form SSA-BOOO-BK 101-2012) Page 7 


n Other (Specify) 

p YES Go to #28 □ NO Go to #27 
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TT 

(b) Does anyone listed in 27lal who is under age 18. OR 
between ages 1 8 22 and a student, receive income? 

1 1 YES Go to Ic) 

□ NO 

Go to lf2B 


(c) Child Receiving Income 

Source and Type 

Monthly Amount 




$ 




s 




$ 




$ 




$ 




$ 

2B 

Ini Oo you lor does anyone who lives with you) own 
or rent the place where you live? 


□ YES Go to «29 


n No Go to Ibl 


(b) Name of person who owns or 
rents the place where you live 

Address 

Telephone Number 




( ) 


<c) If you live alone or only with your spouse, and do not own ot rent, Go to IFSS; otherwise. Go to 132. 


29. 

(h) Are you (or your living with spouse) buying or do 
you own the place where you live? 

□ VES 

Go to |c) 

□ No 

If you are a child living 
with your parentlsl Go to 
(b); otherwise Go to J?30 


Ibi Are your parentis) buying or do they own the place 
where you live? 

□ YES Go 10 (cl 

□ NO Go 10 #30 


(c) What is the amount and frequertcy of the mortgage payment? 



Amount: $ 

Frequency of Payment: 

Go to Id) 


Id) If you are a child living only with your parents, or only with your parents and their other children who are 
subject to deeming, or with others In a public assistance household, or living alone or with your spouse. Go 
to #38; otheiwlso Go to #32. 

30. 

la) Do you lor your living with spouse) have rental 
liability for the place where you live? 

□ YES Go 10 Id) 

□ NO 

If you are a child living 
with your parent(s) Go to 
lb); otherwise Go to Ic) 


(bl Does your parent(s) have rental liability? 

□ YES Go lo (d| 

□ NO Go to Id 


Page d 
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30. 

(c) Doos anyont} who lives with you have rental liability for ihe place where you (ive> 

r~) YES Give rtarne of person with rental liebilily. 

^ Goto/lf3l 

MO Give name of person with Itomo ownership; q^j ^22 

(d| What is the amour>t and (roquoncy of the rent payment? 

Amount: $ FrequerKV ol Payment: 

Go to ir31 

31. 

lal Are you for anyone who lives with you) (he patent 
or child of the landlord or the landlord's spouse? 

□ YES Go to lb) □ NO Go to (c) 

(b| Name of person related to landlord 
01 landlord's spouse 

■ 

Name and address of landloid (include telephone 
number and area code, if known) 

ic) if you are a child living only with yout parents, or only with your parents and their othui childien who are 
subject to deeming, or with others in a (Kiblic assistance household, or hving alone or with your spouse, 

Go to 438. 


la) Does anyone livmg with you contribute to the 
household expenses? INOTE; See list of household 
expenses in #371 

□ YES Go to lb) □ NO 

Go to #33 

ibi Amount others contribute: $ 

Go to #33 

33. 

lal Do yon eel all your meals out? 

□ YES Go to #34 □ NO Go to (bl 

Ibi Do you buy all your lood separately from other 
household members: 

□ YES Go to #34 □ NO Go to #34 

34. 

Do you contribute to houselKild expenses? 

n YES Average Monthly Amount: $ qo ^^35 

Q NO Go to #35 

35 1 

(a) Do you have a loan agreement with anyone to repay 
the value of your share of the household expenses? 

□ YES Go to lb) □ NO Go to »36ltll 

(bi Give the name, address and telephone number ol the person with whom you have a loan agreement ; 

Ic) Will the amount of this loan cover your share of the 
household e>ipenses? 

□ YES Go to #38 □ NO Go to (dl 

id) If you contribute toward household expenses and you answered "NO' to both 33(a) & ib). Go To #36. It 
yuu answered *YES” to either 33(al or 33(b). Go to #37. 

If you do not contribute toward household expenses, go to #38. 

36, 

(n) Is part or all of the amount in #34 just for food? 

PI YES Give Amount. $ Go to (b) PI NO Go to (b) 

(b) Is |>ari or all of the amount in #34 just for stielter? 

n^ES GivoAinmml: $ Go lo #37 D NO Go to #37 
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37. 


What is the average monlhJy afr>uunt of the following household expenses 

(Show average over the past 12 months unless you have been residing at youi prosont address less then 
•nontlis. If so. show average tor the months you have resided at your present address.! 


12 


38. 


CASH EXPENSES 

AVERAGE MONTHLY AMOUNT 

Food (complete only if #33lal & (b) are answered NO| 

$ 

Mortgage or Rent 

$ 

Property InsuraiKe lit required by mortgage lendarl 

$ 

Real Property Taxes 

$ 

Electricity 

$ 

Healing Fuel 

$ 

Gas 

$ 

Sewer 

$ 

Garbage Removal 

$ 

Water 

s 

TOTAL 


Go to #38 


(a) Does anyone who does NOT LIVE with you pay for. or provide you or yout household (if applicahtol, any ol 
your food or shelter ttems7 


|~| YES Name of Provider IPoraon or Agertcyl 


List of Items 
Monthly Value: $ 



□ NO 


Go 10 (b) 


(1)1 Does anyone who does NOT LIVE with you give you. or your household (H appHcablel, mortoy to pay lor 
any of your or your housahold's food or shollei ilomsf 


r~| YES Name of Providor (Person or Agency) 




List of Items 


1 Monthly Value: $ 




□ 

2 

O 


Go to #39 

39 

la) Has the information given in #20-38 been the same 
since the first moment of the filing date month? 

□ YES Go 10 Ibl 

□ NO 

Explain lit Remarks 
then Go to (b) 


(b) Do you expect any ol this inlormation to change? 

□ yes 

Explain in Remarks, 
(hen Go to #40 

□ NO Go lo 1140 

PART III • RESOURCES * The questions in this section pertain to the first moment of the filing 
date month. 

40. 

(a) Do you own, or does your r>sme apt>ear (alone or 
with any other person's r>emel on the title of arty 
vehirles (auto, truck, motorcycle, camper, toat, etc.)? 

You 

□ YES □no 

Go to Ibl Go to #41 

Your Spouse 
□ YES QNO 

Go (0 Ibl Go to #41 


Fotm SSA 8000 BX (0) 20121 P^vTITr 
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lb) Owner’s Name 

Description 

IVear. Make & Model) 

Used For 

Current 

Market 

Value 

Amount 

Owed 




$ 

$ 




$ 

$ 




$ 

$ 




$ 

$ 


41, 


iai Do you own or are you buying any life msuranco 
policies? 


□ VES 


You 

□ no 


Your Spouse 
□ VES □ NO 


Go to {b) 


Go to 4^42 


Go to (b) 


Go to «42 


lb) 

Owner's Name 

Name of Insured 

Name & Address of 
Insurance Company 

Policy Number 

Policy |iH) 





Policy (#2) 





Pohcy 103) 





Face Value 

Cash Surrender Value 

Date of Purchase 

Dividends 

Accumu- 

lations 


^1 


NO 

Policy Ul) 

$ 

$ 


■ 

■ 

■ 


Policy i02) 

$ 

$ 


■ 

■ 

■ 


Policy (#3) 

$ 

$ 


■ 

■ 

■ 



Id Loans Against PoUcy? Q YES □ NO 

Policy Number: 

Amount; $ Go to «42 


42. 

la) Do you (either alone or fotntly with any mher 

1 i 

1 Your Spouse 


person) own any 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 


Life estates or ownership interest in an unptobated 
estate? 






Items acquired or held for their value as an 
investment? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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-XT. 


(bl Give the (ollnwing informalion lor any ‘Yes* answer in #42tol; otherwise, Go to i('43. 


Owner's Name 


Name ol Item 


Amount Owed 


Give Name & Address of Bank or 
Other Organization 


$ $ 


« $ 


(a) Do you own. or does your name appear on (either 
alone or with any other person's name) any ol the 
(oilowirig items/ 

You 

Your Spouse 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Cash at homo, with you. or anywhere else 





Financial Institvition Accounts 





Checking 





Savings 





Credit Union 





Christmas Club 





Time Deposits/Certificates of Deposit 





Individual Indian Money Account 





Other (Including IRAs and Koough Accounts) 






(bl If olt the Items in if43(a) arc answered ‘NO", Go to 8AA. For any "YES’ answer, give the following 
information 



Owner's/Trustee's 

Name 

Name of Item 

Value 

Name & Address of Bank or Other 
Organization 

Identifying 

Number 




$ 






$ 






s 




Form 
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(a) Do you give us permission to oblain any financial 
records from any financial institution? 

You 

□ yes GNO 

Go to (b) Go to fbl 

Your Spouse, if ffling 

□ yes GNO 

Go to (b) Go to (b) 

lb) Do you own or does your name appear on any of 
tire following Items: 

You 

Your Spouse 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Slocks or Mutual Funds 





Bonds (Including U S. Savings Bonds) 





Promissory Notes 





Trirsts 





Other items that can be turned into cash 






(c) If all lh€ (terns in #44(b) are answered “NO". Go to #45. For any ”YES“ answer, give (he following 
intoriuntioi) 



Owner ‘a/Trustoe's 
Name 

Name ol item 

Value 

Nome Ht Address ol Banit or Other 
Organization 

Identilying 

Number 



$ 





$ 





$ 





s 



4B. 

(a) Do you own. or does your name appear (alone or 
with any other parson's name) on any land, houses, 
buildings, real property, properly In foreign coutilry. 
equipment, mineral rights, items In a sole deposit bON, 
assets set aside for emergencies or heirs, or any other 
property of any kind that has not been shown 
anywhere elso on the application 

You 

□ □ NO 

Go to (b) Go to #40 

Your Spouse 

□ □ NO 

Go to (b) Go to #46 


III) Describe the properly (including size, lucation. and how it is iisuiJ If (liu property is not nsinl now, when 
was it last used? Do you plan to use the property in the future? 


hem # 1 


iKom #2 
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46. (bI l^uve you or yuitr Bpoustt acquired any assets since 
thu first moment of the filing date month? 

(bf Enplsin: 


Ici Has there been any increase or decrease In the 
value of you or your spouse's resources since the first 
moment of the filing dalo month? 


Id) Explain 


□ YES Go to lb) □ NO Go to tc) 


□ YES Go to Id) □ NO Go to #47 


47 la) Hbvo you or your spotiso sold, transferred title, 
disposed of or given away, any money or uihei 
property. (Inctudlng money or property in foreign 
cuuninos). since the first moment of the filing date 
month or within the 36 months prior to the llliitg date 
month? 

(hi If you CO owned any money or proporty with 
another personis), did you or any co-owner sell, 
itansfer, or give away any co-ownnd money or 
properly within the 36 months prior to the filing date 
month? 

IF YOU ANSWERED YES" TO (a) OR (bl. GO TO (c). IF NO ' TO BOTH. GO TO #48. 



OWNER'S/CO OWNERS NAME 


DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 


DATE OF DISPOSAL 



NAME AND ADDRESS OR 
PURCHASER OR RECIPIENT 


RELATIONSHIP TO OWNER 


VALUE OF PROPERTY AND'OR 
AMOUNT OF CASH GIFT 
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SOLD ON OPEN MARKET? 


GIVEN AWAY? 


TRADED FOR GOODS/8ERVICE67 



ITEM #3 I □ yes □ NO 


48 Ib) Do you havo ooy assals sal aside lor burial 

expenses such as burial contracts, trusts, agreements, 
or anything else you Intend for your burial expenses? 
Include any items mentioned in HAI and HAZ-Al . 


ibl DESCRIPTION (Where appropriate, give 

name & address of orgnnUntion and aucoum/ VALUE 

policy number. I 



FOR WHOSE BURIAL 

IS ITEM IRREVOCABLE? 

Item 1 

□ VES □ NO 

Item t 

□ YES □ NO 


IN VALUE REMAIN IN THE BURIAL FUND? 


□ YES Go to 149 PNO 

Explain in (cl 
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(a) Do you own any cemotory lots, crypts, caskets. 

Vo._ 

1 Your Spouse 

vaults, urns, mausoleums, or other repositories (or 
burial or any headstones or markers? 

□ YES 

□ NO 

□ yes 

□ NO 

Go to (b) 

Go to #50 

Go to Ibl 

Go to #50 


<b) Owner's Name 

Description 

For Whoso Burial 

Relationship to You 
or Your Spouse 

Current Market Value 





$ 





$ 





$ 

Go to #50 


PART IV -- INCOME 


la) Since the first moment of the filing date month, have you (or your spouse) 
received or do you (or your spouse) expect to receive incon:>e in the next 14 
months from any of (he following sources? 

You 

Your Spouse 




NO 

State or Local Assistance Based on Need 





Refugee Casli Assistance 





Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 





General Assistance from the Bureau of Indian Affairs 





Disaster Relief 





Veteran Benefits Based on Need (Paid Directly or Indirectly as a Dependentl 





Veteran Payments Not Based on Need (Paid Directly or Indirectly as a 
Dependent) 





Other Income Based on Need 





Social Security 





Black Lung 





Railroad Retirement Board Benefits 





Office of Personnel Management (Civil Service) 





Pension (Fornign Military. State. Local. Private. Union. Roliremeiit or 
Disability) 





Mllhaiy Special Pay or Allowance 





Unomploymani Compensarioit 






Farm SSA-8000-BK ID1 20121 
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Workers' Compensation 





Slate Disabiitly 





lnsurar>co or Annuity Payments 





Divide ndsARoy ait ies 





Rental/Lease Income Not from a Trade or Business 





Alimony 





Child Support 





Other Bureau ol Indien Affairs Income 





Garnbllng/Lottefv Winnina& 





Other Income or Support 






(h) Ctve Ihe foHowing informshon for any block checked YES in fbOlel; otherwise, Go to #51 


Person 

Receiving 

Income 

Typo of Income 

Amount 

Received 

Frequency ol 
Paymenl 

Dale Expected 
or Received 

Soutcu INsiru}. 
Address of Person 

Bank, Organization 

or Companvl 

Identifying 

Number 



$ 







$ 







$ 






hr YOU EVER RECEIVED SSI BEFORE. GO TO #51; OTHERWISE GO TO #52 


Are any nverpaymonts being collected from benefits 
you receive from the Social Security Adminisiration. 
Railroad Retirement Board. Office of Personnel 
Management. Veterans' Affairs, Military Pensions. 
Military Special Pay Allowances. Black Lung. Workers' 
Compensation, or Slate Disability or Unemployrrwnt 
Benefits’ 

You 

□ YES □ NO 

Explain in Go to #52 

Remarks. 

then Go to 

#52 

Your Spouse 

□ YES □ NO 

Explain In Go to #52 

Remarks, 

Ihen Go to 
#52 

Since the first moment of Ihe filing dale month, have 
you racelved or do you expect to receive any meals or 
other gifts which are not cash? 

□ YES □ NO 

Explain in Go to »53 

Remarks, then 

Go to #53 

□ YES □ NO 

Explain In Go to #53 

Remarks, then 

Go in #53 

Ini Have you (or yoiir sponsel received wages or sick 
pay sirtco the first moment of the filing date month 
through the current month? 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to lb) Go to (el 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to (bl Go to le) 

(bt Name and Address of Employer (include telephone number and area code, if known) 

lYOU 

Your Spouse 


51 


Go to (c) 
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Id 

Date Iasi worked 
(month, day, yeaif 

Date last paid 

Imonlh, day, year) 

Date next paid 
(month, day. year) 

You 




Your 

Spouse 





(d) Total monthly wages received (before any 
dfiduciions) 


Your Spouse’s Amonnl 
$ 

le) Do you (Or your spouse) expect to receive any 
wages in the next 14 months? 

□ yes 

You 

□ NO 

Your Spouse 
□ YES □ NO 


Go to (f) 

Go 10 #54 

Go to (1) Go to #54 


(fl Name and address of employer if diMerent Irom f63(bf llncludo telephone number. If known) 



Igl Give the following intormaiion: 


1 RATE OF PAY 

AMOUNT WORKED 

HOW OFTEN 

PAY DAY OR 

DATE CAST PA)0 



PER PAY PERIOD 

PAID 

DATE PAID 

Imonlh day, year) 

You 

$ 





Your 

Spouse 

$ 






Your Spouse 


(h) Do you expect any change in wage information 
provided in /V534g) 


You 

□ YES □ NO 

Go to iff Go to #54 


□ YES 
Go to (if 


□ NO 
Go to #54 


III bxplain Change: 


|You 


Vour Spouse 


54. 


(bI Have you been seff-employed at any time since the 
beginning of the taxable year in which the fifing date 
month occurs or do you expect to be seif employed in 
the current taxable year? 


□ YES 
Go to <b) 


Mb) Give the following information; then Go to #55 


You 


□ NO 
Go to #55 


Your Spouse 
□ YES □ NO 

Go to (b) Go to <r56 


Deio(s) Soil En-ployed 

Type □! Buriiire&s 

■ 


Last Year's: 

Net Loss 

$ 

Uslu(^) Soil ErTtplovud 

Type 0) Busiinessi 

Tliis Yoer's; 

This Vem's- 

Thw Year's; 



Gross Incomu 

NdI Profit 

Noi Loss 



$ 

$ 

$ 


Enrol SSA 8000 BK (01 2012t 
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(ai Are you currently reoeivlrtg food siemps? 





Tour spouse, rt filing 
□ YES □ NO 

^0 to lb) Go to |o) 


lb) Have you received e recertilicntlon notice within the 
pest 30 days^ 



(cl Have you filed lor food stamps in the Iasi 60 days? Q YES ["] NO (H ^ES IH NO 

Go 10 (dl ^ to (e) ^ to (d) ^ to lo) 

Id) Have you received an unfavorable decision^ P] YES □ NO I □ yes □ NO 

^ to (e) Go to #59 to (el ^ to #59 

(o) If everyone in the household receives ot is applying lor SSI. Go to Ifl; oiherwiae Go to #59. 



(11 Moy I lake your food stamp npplication today? 
(()l F.xpianalion: 
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□ no 

Go lo {c) 


&9 You may ba eligible lor Mertlcakl. However, you must help your State identify other sources that pay for 
medical care. Also, you must give information to help the Stale gel medical support lot any chlicllreni who is 
your legal responsibllllv. This Includes information lo help the State determine who a child's father i». II you 
want Medrcaid, you inusl agree to allow your Slate lo seek payrnonls horn sources, such as iitsurance 
companioB, that are available to pay lor your medical care. This ittcludes payments tor medical care lor you or 
any person who receives Medicaid and is your legal responsibility. The State canito! provklo you Modloaid if yotl 
do not agree to this Medicaid requirement. If you need further information, you may contact your Medicaid 
Agency. 

IN STATES WITH AUTOMATIC ASSIGNMENT OF RIGHTS LAWS. Go lo (bl. 

(a) Do you agree to assign your rights for the rights ol 
anyone lor whom you can legally assign rightsl to 
payments for medical support and olher medical care 
to the Slate Medicaid agency? 
ibl Oo you, your spouse, parent or stepparent have 
any private, group, or governmental health insutartce 
tiiai pays the cost of your medical care? fDo not 
include MerTicare or Medicaid I 
(cl Oo you havH any unpaid medical expenses for the 
3 months prior to the filing date month? 


60 (al Have you ever worked under the U.S. Social 
Secufiiy Syslum? 

(bl Have you, your spouse, or a former spouse lor 
parent it you are tiling as e chlldl ever: 

Worked for a railroad 
Seen in military service 
Worked for the Federal Govornmcnl 
Worked for a Stale or Local Government 
Worked for an employer with a pension plan 
Belonged to union with a pension plan 

Worked under a Social Security system or pension 
plan of a country other than the United States? 

(c) Fvpiain ar^d include dates (or any ‘'Yus'' answer given in iri4 or <f60ln|, otherwrae Go to #6t," 


□yes 

Go to f60 


□ no 

Go to iV60 


□no 

Go to fcl 


□NO 
Go to #60 


□YES Go to fbl 


You 


Your 

Spouse/Parent 


□ YES 
Gu (o #60 


□ NO Go to fbl 


Filed (or Benefits 




PART VI - MISCELLANEOUS - (Answer ONLY IF YOU ARE APPLYING ON BEHALF OF SOMEONE 
ELSE: OTHERWISE GO TO #62. 


61. lal Name ol PersoiV Agency Roqueslriig 
Bcnofils. 


Ralalionship to Claimant 


(bl If SSA determines that the claimant need.s help 
managing benefits, do you wish to be selected 
reprei^entaiive payee? 


Your Social Security Number 
for EINI 


□ NO 

(Explain in Remarks! 


PART VII REMARKS-fYou may use this space for any explanations. Enter the item number 
before each explanation. If you need more space, use a signed form SSA-795.1 
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PART VIII ~ IMPORTANT INFORMATION AND SIGNATURES 


62. 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION -PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

^ Failure to report any change within 10 days aftei the end of the month in whicf) the change occurs could 
rentih in a pertalty deducliun. 

^ The Social Security Administration will check your statements and compare its records with records from 
other Stoto and Federal agencies, including the Inlornel Revenue Service, to moke sure you are paid the 
correct emnunt. 

^ We have asked you for permission to obtain, from any financial institution, any linuncial record about you 
that is held by the institution. We will ask flirenciBl jnstllulions tor this information whenever we think it is 
needed to decide If you ore eligible oi if you continue to be eligible for SSI benefits. Once authorized, our 
permission to contact financial instilulions remains In effect until one of the following occurs; Mi you or your 
Kpoiisa notify us in writing that you are canceling your permission, 121 your applicBtion for SSI is denied in a 
final decision. |3) your eligibility for SSI terminates, or f4l we no tongor consider your spouse's income and 
lesources to be available to you. If you or your spouse do not give or cancel your permission you may not be 
eligible tor SSI and we may deny your claim or atop your payments. 

63 

i declare under penalty of perjury that 1 have examined all the Information on this form, and on any 
accompanying statements or forms, and it is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 1 understand that 
anyone who knowingly gives a false or misleading statement about a material fact in this information, or 
causes somoona else to do ao. commits a crime and may be sent to prison, or may (ace other penalties, or 
both. 

Your Signature (First name. mirJdle (nitial. last name) (Sign in tnk.) 

SIGN ^ 

HERE W 

Obio (rrwnih. ilny. year) 

loiepHorro Numbert&l wticie wo can coniact you 
diiimg the day; 

1 ) 

Spuu.iL''.i Sigd.ilMU' (Sign only If applying lof paymants.) iritst name, mtddln initial, taat namn) (Sign in ink.) 

SIGN ^ 

HERE W 

04 

M you aro blind or visttally impaired, check Ihu typo of mail you want to receive (rmn us. 

QSiattrl.Tni nnitca First Class Q Standard rwtwa Fiisi-CNns wilh a loltnw-iip phnrw csti Q Slrmosrd notirr! data CD iiy Fitsi-CIr^s 
[^StaiMtaul notice Cortified Q Siat>(l«d & DtarHe nutiees by Fesi'Claas QStnndArd 4 Isiee enru ntuices QSiantlnnlrMiirse 4 aiids) CO 

65. 

WITNESS 

Your application does not ordinarily have to be witnessed. If. however, you have signed by mark (Xf. two 
witnesses t» the signing who know you, must sign below giving their full address. 

1. Signature of Witness 

2. Signature of Witness 

Address (Nuinber and Stiuui. City. Stntu. and ZIP Codnl 

Address (Number ond Slioot. Cily, Slate, end ZIP Code) 


Fotni SSA SOdti'BK 101 PagoTT 
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RECEIPT FOR YOUR CLAIM FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 


Name 


Dale 

Name 


Dale 

if you have a question nr something to report call; 

( ) 

Social Security Office you may visit or mail your request to; 

For gwierel information about Social Sacurity, visit oiir wei 

Mite at ww.sceialserutitv.gov on the Internet. 


W« w»l( procvtM your npplicAlion fof SuppicrmeniBl Security Income as quickly as possible if you have trouble getting any 
information or records we have asked lor. please contact us and we will help you. 


You should hoar from us wrthin days alter you have given us ell the infonnation we reqtreeled. 5orr>« claims may take 

lortger If additional information is needed If you do nor get a check or notice of determinstion within that tirne, please get in 
touch with ue. 


Privacy Act Statement/ Paperwork Reduction Act Statement 
Collection end Use of Personal Inlormetlon 

Section }6311e) of the Social Security Act. as emef>ded. authorizes us to collect this informniton. We will use this information 
to help us determine your entitlement to benefits. Furnishing us Ihis inlormation is vokiniary. However, failing to provide us 
With all or part of tha reguesied information may prevent us from making an accurate and timely decision on your claim, which 
may result In the loss of payments. We rarely use the information you supply for any purpose other then lor determining 
problems in Social Security programs. However, we may use it tor the administration and integnty of Social Security programs 
We msy also discloso Informatjon to another person or to another agency In accordence with epproyed routine uses, which 
indudo. but are not limited to the following; 

1 . To enable a third party or an agency to assist Social Soeunly in establishing nghts to Medicare bonetila and/or 
coverage; 

2. To comply with Federal laws raquinng tha release of information from Social Security records (e.g,. to the 
Government Accountability Office and the Department of Veterans' Affairsl; 

3. To moke determinations for elig^iiily (n similar health and income meinlenenoo programs at iho Federal. State and 
local levcH; and, 

4. To fecilitate statistical research and audit activities necessary to assure the integnty and imptovemani of Social 
Security programs 

We mey also uso the mlormeiion you provide in computer matching programs. Matching programs compare our records with 
records kept by other Federal, State, or local govornmoni agencies Information from thoee matching programs can be used to 
ostnbtrsh or verify a person’s eligrbility lor federatty -funded or administerad benefit programs and tor repayment of payments or 
delinquent debts under these programs. 

A complete use of routine uses tor this information is available in System of Records Notices 60 0089, Cleims Foldoi System and 
60-0060, Completed Oeierminetiori-Contmuing Dlsabliity Oeiormlnations, These notioes. additiortal information regarding this 
lorm. and mformation legerding our programs and syslams. are availabla on-line at vyww-sodalsecuntv-aov or any local Social 
Security office. 

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement • This information collection meets Ihe requirements ol 44 U.S.C. i 3607. as amended by 
seclion 3 of the Paoerwurk Reduction Act of 1995 . You do not need to enswar these questions unless we display a valid Olfice 
of Management end Budget control number. We estimate that it will take about 40 minutes to read the instructions, gather the 
facts, and answer the questions. SEND OR BRING THE COMPLETED FORM TO YOUR LOCAL SOCIAL SECURITY OFFICE. The 
office b listed under U.S. Government agencies In your telephone directory or you may call Social Security el 1-800-772-12i3 
(TTY 1-900-326-0778). You may send comments on our bme estimate above to SSA, 6401 Security Dlvd., Baltimore, MD 
21236-6401. Send ggjy comments relating to our time estimate to this address, not the completed form. 


REPORTING RESPONSIBILITIES 

The arnounl of a Supplemental Bocurity Incotne (SSII check is based on the information told to us. You must tell Social Securtiy 
•very rimo There is o chango-whilo we process your applicelion AND If you start receiving SSI. 

Remember, a change may make the SSI monthly payment bigger or smaller. Report changes m income of your inefigible 
hU8bai>d/wile or child who lives wdh you or your sponsor or sponsor's spouse, it you are ari alien You must abo report changes 
in the things of value that these puople own. You must aUo report changes in mcomu. school allondsnce and marital status ol 
ineligible children who live with you. 

You must tell us obout any changa wtihiti 10 days alter Uw rnonlh it happens. II you do not report changes, we may have to 
take AS nTuch as $26, 450 or 4100 out of future checks 

HOW TO REPORT 

You may make your reports: 

• By telephone at the telephone number shown above or call us toN free at V600>772'1213 ITTY 1-800*32S-0776) or 

• k) person or 

• By rnall at Ihe address shown above. 

Form SSA.aOOO.BK (01 20121 


Pago ii 
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Chairman DAVIS. Mr. O’Carroll, you are recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK P. O’CARROLL, JR., 
INSPECTOR GENERAL, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Good afternoon, Chairman Davis, Ranking 
Member Doggett, and Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you 
for the invitation to testify today. 

For many years my office has recommended that SSA consider 
all available tools and methods to ensure the right person receives 
the right payment at the right time. As technology advances, data 
matches and electronic records are emerging as effective tools to 
improve payment accuracy in Federal programs like SSL 

Financial and other nonmedical factors can affect SSI eligibility, 
such as earnings and income, resources and assets, living arrange- 
ments, and presence in the United States. 

SSA’s Access to Financial Institutions Project, or AFI, is a data- 
matching initiative we recommended years ago that helps the agen- 
cy prevent commonplace SSI payment errors. AFI allows the agen- 
cy to receive data directly from financial institutions, rather than 
relying on recipients to report assets that may reduce or eliminate 
the benefits. Self-reporting, or the lack thereof, is a leading cause 
of payment errors. AFI is now in place in all 50 States, and the 
agency anticipates $900 million in lifetime program savings for 
each year it uses AFI. 

My office has also recommended that SSA expand its use of elec- 
tronic databases to verify real property and assets. Last year we 
estimated that SSA has made improper payments of more than $2 
billion because SSI recipients did not self-report property owner- 
ship to SSA. In recent months, SSA used a real property database 
in its stewardship reviews. The agency reported the records data- 
base was an effective tool, and that SSA would use the database 
in all SSI reviews in fiscal year 2013. 

SSA is also working to collect transactional-level data from for- 
eign ATMs. This data can identify ineligible recipients because 
they were outside of the United States for more than a month. We 
recommended this approach in a 2008 audit, which estimated $225 
million in overpayments to 40,000 recipients outside of the United 
States. We are working on a review of SSA’s progress in addressing 
this issue. 

We have also made other data-matching recommendations to 
SSA to identify marital status, workers’ compensation, and vehicle 
ownership. We in OIG use data matches in our work as well, but 
the Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act requires formal 
computer-matching agreements that can take years to complete. 
This prolonged process can delay or derail time-sensitive audit and 
investigative projects. 

In 2010, the Department of Health and Human Services obtained 
a legislative exemption for data matches designed to identify fraud, 
waste, or abuse. We are pursuing a similar exemption, which could 
serve as a vital tool in our organization as we combat fraud in 
SSA’s programs. 

This office also continues to encourage the agency to seek fund- 
ing to support key improper payment-prevention tools. For exam- 
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pie, SSA has reported that it saves $7 for every dollar spent on re- 
determinations, which are periodic reviews of an SSI recipient’s eli- 
gibility. 

In conclusion, it is critical that the agency makes certain that all 
SSI payments are correct and timely. SSI recipients depend on 
these payments for basic needs. But it is equally important to pro- 
tect the integrity of taxpayer dollars through data matches, elec- 
tronic records, and traditional reviews. I applaud Chairman Davis’ 
proposal to expand data-matching across the Federal Government. 
For now my office will continue to work with your Subcommittee 
and SSA to ensure SSI program integrity and increase taxpayer 
savings. 

Thank you again for the invitation to testify, and I will be happy 
to answer any questions. 

Chairman DAVIS. I appreciate that, Mr. O’Carroll. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Carroll follows:] 
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Good af\emoon, Chainnan Davis. Ranking Member Doggeti. and members of the Subcommittee. U is a 
pleasure to appear before you, and I thank you for the invitation to testify today. I have appeared before 
Congress many times to discuss issues critical to the Social Sccurit)' Administration (SSA) and the 
services the Agency provides to American citizens. This year, 1 have testified on SSA’s Disability 
Insurance program, the Death Master File, and Social Security number misuse. Today, we arc discussing 
the Supplemental Security Income(SSI) program and ways to improve the administration of SSI’s non- 
medical eligibility requirements. 

The SSI Program 

SSI is a nationwide Federal assistance program tliat guarantees a minimum level of income for needy 
aged, blind, or disabled individuals. General lax revenues, not Social Security taxes, fund the SSI 
program, which allows individuals to meet basic needs like food, shelter, and clothing. According to 
SSA. in May 2012, the Agency made S4.5 billion in SSI payments to about 8.2 million recipients; the 
average Federal payment was $516. 

Because SSI is a needs-based and means-tested program, many non-medical factors can alTcct SSI 
eligibility and payment amounts: income, resources, living arrangements, citizenship, and requirements 
to file for other program benefits. The SSI program requires that SSA periodically re-assess individuals’ 
eligibility and payment amounts based on these non-medical factors. Except for certain inslflulionalized 
individuals, all SSI recipients are periodically scheduled for a redeierminotion. Every year. SSA 
schedules for redeiermination the cases most likely to have a payment error; but even cases unlikely to 
have payment errors are scheduled for review at least once every six years. In addition, unscheduled 
redeierminaiions arc completed on an as-needed basis when recipients report, or SSA discovers, certain 
changes in circumstances that could alTect SSI eligibility or payment amount. 

SSA also uses a limited-issue process to detect situations tltat have the potential to afl'ect SSI eligibility 
or the SSI payment amount. As part of this process. SSA conducts periodic computer matches between 
its own sy'siems and those of other Federal and Slate agencies to determine if the income and resources 
infonnaiion on SSI recipients’ records conllicts with data obtained from the other systems. 

SSA's process of ensuring SSI payment accuracy also relies in part on SSI recipients reporting changes 
in their income, resouraes. and/or living situation. Unfortunately, SSI recipients do not always report 
these changes — including those changes that affect -SSI eligibility or reduce payment amounts. For this 
reason, the Agency’s greatest payment accuracy challenge is SSI oveipayment.s. SSA reported $50.3 
billion in total SSI payments for Fiscal YearlFY) 2010 — the most recent reporting year — with $3.3 
billion in overpayments. 

Protections against Improper Payments 

We have made many recommendations in recent years to SSA that support the OlHce of the )ns|}ecior 
General’s (OIG) primarv focus on program integrity. For example, we have encouraged the Agency to 
seek funding to support key improper payincnl-prcvention tools, such as increases to the overall number 
and frequency of rcdcicrminations conducted. SSA has reported that \t saves $7 for ever> $1 spent on 
redeierminaiions. However, the number of redeierminaiions SSA conducted decreased by more than 60 
percent from FYs 2003 to 2008 (2.5 million to 000,000). In July 2000, we estimated the Agency could 
have saved an additional $3.3 billion during FYs 2008 and 2000 by conducting redeterminations at the 

I 
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same level it did in FY 2003. SSA completed more than 2.4 million SSJ redeterminations in both 
FYs 2010 and 2011, and it has stated plans to conduct more than 2.6 million in FY 2012, 

For many years, my olTice has encouraged SSA to use data matching and to access similar private 
databases to ensure program integrity and protect Agency funds. As evidenced by the cost savings 
generated by redeterminations, it is important for SSA to utilize all tools that can prevent SSI payment 
errors belbre they iK*cur or detect them quickly when they tKCur. We l>elieve the increased use of private 
and public databases can help SSA better identify when non>niedical factors exist that may al'fecl SSI 
eligibility and payment amounts. 

Income and Resources 

SSA reduces SSI payments by a recipient's monthly countable income — earned, unearned, in-kind, and 
deemed. SSI recipients can haN'e S20 per montli of most income received in a mondt, as well as the first 
$65 of earnings plus half of earnings over $65 in a month. Any additional earnings, or other Federal or 
State bcneFits collected by the individual, reduce his or her SSI payment. 

SSI recipients* maintenance of unreported linancial accounts is one of the major causes of payment 
errors in the SSI program. In 2008, we estimated that $409 million in SSI overpayments went undetected 
because 69.000 recipients did not inform SSA of their changes in income and/or resources. Wc 
recommended SSA obtain benenciarics’ bank account information, rather than rely on SSI Kcipienis* 
self-i*eponing, to identify additional income and resoui’ces. and investigate possible violations. 

SSA currently receives data from the Inienial Revenue Service (IRS) to verify income, and in recent 
years, the Agency implemented the Access to Financial Institutions (Al'l) Project, which allows it to 
check an applicant or recipient's bank accounts to verify resources, in June 201 U SSA completed the 
AFI rollout to all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. The Agency has said AFI has proven to be very useful in idenlity'ing previously undisclosed 
accounts and reducing overpayments. SSA projects approximately $900 million in lifetime program 
savings for each year the Agency uses AFI. 

As with unreported Imancial accounts, SSI recipients sometimes also conceal real property and vehicles 
that alTect SSI eligibility. We have encouraged SSA to expand its use of electronic databases to verify 
SSI recipients’ real property and ensure payment accuracy. 

In a 201 1 report, matching a sample of SSI recipient records against a real properly database, we 
estimated that about 320,000 recipienLs inaccurately reported to SSA (hat they did not own real property 
other than Uicir primary residence, which led to improper payments of more than $2.2 billion. 

In recent months, SSA conducted 1.000 SSI stewardship reviews using a commercially available 
electronic database as a source of undisclosed property. Tlie Agency concluded that the database served 
as a viable tool to identity non-rcsidence real property, and announced that its OtTice of Quality Review 
would use utilize this tool in all SSI reviews in FY 2013. SSA is assessing how to integrate the use of 
the records into its regular operational processes. 
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Living Arrangements 

SSI rccipienis* living arrangements can afleci their eligibility and payment amount — for example, living 
with another SSI recipient, living with a spouse who has earnings or other income, spending time 
outside the United States for a given month, serving a prison sentence, or residing in on institution tike a 
nursing home or an immediate-care facility. 

In 2008. my otTicc released a report on SSI recipients with ATM withdrawals that indicated they were 
outside the United States. Recipients who are outside the United States for more than 30 consecutive 
days arc not eligible for payments. NVe issued subpoenas to obtain financial information of SSI 
recipients and analyzed the resulting data; based on a sample, we estimated SSA failed to delect about 
$225 million in overpayments because about 40,000 recipients did not inform SSA of their absence from 
the United Stales. 

We recommended that SSA explore options that might help delect unreporied residency violations; for 
example, obtaining electronic bank statements with transaction-level data; or entering into a data-sharing 
agreement with the Department of Homeland Security for access to its Traveler Enforcement 
Compliance System (TECS). In 201 1, Senator Tom Cobum requested an update on SSA’s progress in 
addressing this issue, and we plan to complete that review this year. In addition. SSA has said it is 
working on an initiative to collect transaction-level data from foreign ATMs to identify SSI beneficiaries 
who left tlie country for more than a month; the Agency is seeking vendors who might have relevant 
experience. 

Also, in a 201 1 follow-up report on SSI overpayments to recipients in Title XIX institutions (nursing 
homes, intermediate-care facilities, and psychiatric institutions), we found tJiat since we issued the 
original report in 2006. SSA had made improvements in collecting overpayments made to these 
recipients. However, we also found that these institutions were still failing in many cases to rcpoit 
recipients' change in living arrangements to SSA. as required by law. This had caused SSA to identify 
an additional $10) million in overpayments. 

\Vc recommended that SSA consider implementing a website that would allow Title XIX institutions to 
report SSI recipient admissions to SSA. The Agency said these institutions already hav e similar online 
rcpwriing requirements with Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services; thus, SSA docs not want to 
create a i-epetitivc website that the institutions might not regularly update. The Agency said it would 
consider working with States to identify the Title XIX institutions within their jurisdiction and remind 
xhein of their rcpoiling respttnsibililics to reduce payment errors. 

Citizenship 

To be eligible for .SSI. an applicant must be I ) a citizen or a national of the United Slates, 2) a non- 
citizen lawfully admitted for permanent residence in the United State.s. or 3) a non-citizen permanently 
residing in the United States under one ofihc qualified non-residcnl categories. In addition, refugees and 
other non-citizens in a refugec-like immigration status meeting income and resource requirements may 
be eligible tor SSI. 

Since the enactment of ilic Personal ResponstMUy and Work Oppornmit}' Heconciliation Acf of iSt96, 
non-citizens are eligible for SSI For a maximum of seven years. After die seven-year period, non-citizens 
are no longer eligible unless they become naturalized U.S. citizens or can show they meet eligibility 
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criteria for continued benefits. Our audit on this topic, issued in 2009, found SSA‘s controls over SSI 
payments to refugees and other non-citizens were generally etTcclive; the Agency made proper 
payments to eligible non-citizens in almost all cases. 

Requirement to File fur Other Benefits 

A recipient may not be eligible for SSI ifSSA advises him or her of potential eligibility for other 
benefits — such as Title 11 benefits, veterans* benefits, workers’ compensation, or unemployment 
insurance— and he or she does not take all steps to obtain such payments within 30 days. 

Another type of benefit that falls into this category is a foreign-based pension. We currently have an 
audit in process that is examining the issue of SSI recipients who are eligible for or receiving a pension 
from Russia. Foreign entities that pay income to indixiduals living in the United States do not usually 
make this information available to Ute IRS; therefore, SSA cannot delect these pensions as it can with 
domestic entities. In Russia, pensions may be payable to individuals with as few us five years of work in 
the country . cn cn though tlte indiv iduals reside in the Ignited States. 

Through data analysis, we identified a population of more than 25,000 SSI recipients nationwide who 
might be eligible for Russian pensions. We plan to sample the population to identify any recipients who 
are collecting Russian pensions and any resulting SSA overpayments. 

Data Matching 

As seen in our recommendations, data matching has become a critical tool for SSA and other Federal 
agencies as they seek ways to improve payment accuracy in programs like SSI. SSA's and the OlG’s 
elTorls to expand the use of SSI-recipient banking and resource data have reduced program 
vulnerabilities and achieved significant Agency savings. This successful initiaiiN e lends support to a 
suggestion from Chainnan Davis for all government agencies to develop common data elements and 
create a central point for agencies to share information, with the goal of reducing improper payments 
and improving customer serv ice. 

We have also recommended SSA obtain death infonnation electronically, as well as infonnation on 
beneficiaries’ marital status: explore data exchanges with States that maintain automated workers' 
compensation databases; and consider obtaining vehicle information from Stales to verify the resources 
of SSI recipients. Additionally, wc have several ongoing and planned audits on SSI issues, including 
SSA's method for selecting redelerminations, payments to multi-recipient households, and recipients 
with excess unstated incomes. 

While we do undertake data-malching efforts, the Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act ofien 
requires formal computer-matching agreements that can take years to complete. Phis prolonged process 
can delay or derail time-sensitive audit and investigative projects. In 2010, the Department of FIcalth and 
1 luman Services and its OIG obtained an exemption for data matches de.vigned to ideinily fraud, waste, 
or abuse. We arc pursuing a similar exemption through a legislative proposal. 

Conclusion 

By 2036, SSA estimates that the SSI recipient population will .surpass 10 million, with annual 
expenditures increasing to $64.6 billion. It Is critical that Uie Agency ensure that all SSI payments are 
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correct and timely, because the individuals who qualify for SSI depend on those payments every day for 
food, shelter, and clothing. It is equally important to prtHeci the integrit) of taxpayer dollars and ensure 
that only those who are eligible for SSI receive payments. 

The GIG has done, and continues to do. signillcam audit work to identify areas where the SSI program 
can be vulnerable to improper payments; and to recommend actions to reduce or eliminate those errors. 
My office continues to streSvS the importance of stewardship reviews like redeterminalions — and as I 
have outlined, we have made many recommendations to the Agencs specific to the many non-medical 
factors that can affect SSI eligibility, with an ompluisis on ulili/ing data matches and electronic public 
records. 

We will continue to provide infoimalion to your Subcommittee and to Agency decision-makers about 
this critical issue. Thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you today. 1 am happy to answer 
any questions. 
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Chairman DAVIS. I still remember that meeting in January of 
last year that was quite eye-opening on the complexities the agency 
faced with data-matching. You put a little Irish on the spin of the 
whole thing for us. We appreciate that moving forward, as Ranking 
Member Doggett and I began down that path, with data standard- 
ization. Thank you. 

Mr. Soczynski, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL F. SOCZYNSKI, 

DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES, ACCUITY SOLUTIONS 

Mr. SOCZYNSKI. Thank you. 

Good afternoon. My name is Paul Soczynski. I am the Senior Di- 
rector of Government Services for Accuity, Inc. Chairman Davis, 
and Ranking Member Doggett and Members, we are grateful for 
the opportunity to provide our views on technology and how they 
might be used to improve public benefit programs. 

Since 1911, Accuity has been the official registrar of the Amer- 
ican Bankers Association U.S. Routing and Transit Codes, a role 
that requires us to assign and maintain ABA routing codes to every 
deposit-taking financial institution in the United States. In our role 
as ABA registrar, Accuity is required to maintain up-to-date infor- 
mation on the 117,000 financial institution locations across the 
United States. As such, we have earned a unique reputation as the 
trusted source of information about and for the banking industry. 

As you have heard, Accuity currently manages a technology solu- 
tion to facilitate the eligibility process for the SSI program. In Sep- 
tember 2003, Accuity was awarded a contract to develop and imple- 
ment a pilot proof-of-concept program designed to automate the 
then-existing manual financial asset verification eligibility compo- 
nent of the SSI benefit program. We designed the asset verification 
system to include three main components: number one, a secure 
automated gateway between SSA field offices and the U.S. finan- 
cial banking institutions; number two, a comprehensive and accu- 
rate database of registered participating financial institutions; and 
number three, a Web-based and direct-transmission Web service 
technology platform with sophisticated message-routing logic de- 
signed to speed the process and mechanism and optimize the detec- 
tion of undisclosed financial assets. 

Following several years of the pilot, for all SSA field offices in 
New York, New Jersey, and California, a national rollout did occur. 
It commenced in July of 2010, and all 50 States are now oper- 
ational as of June 2011. Leveraging our longstanding position in 
the banking industry and our unique trusted relationships in the 
financial institutions across the country, Accuity has successfully 
recruited and registered to participate in the automated solution in 
95 percent of the financial institution locations nationally. 

Accuity’s asset verification system has successfully processed mil- 
lions of automated financial asset-verification requests and re- 
sponses utilizing our comprehensive database of financial institu- 
tions. Instead of mailing a paper request form to a general finan- 
cial institution address indicated by the SSI applicant, the request 
is now sent and received instantaneously through Accuity’s asset 
verification system. By ensuring the account balance search for 
each financial institution is inclusive of an institution’s entire 
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branch network and not just a single location, the canvassing and 
search of financial assets goes beyond local and State borders to in- 
clude regional and national searches regardless of where the appli- 
cant process takes place or where the applicant resides. 

The system automatically routes alternative multiple requests to 
financial institutions based on geographic logic and account detec- 
tion probability parameters. The search algorithm, refined over 
many years, ensures the additional financial institutions that are 
canvassed for possible undetected financial assets. This added step 
creates stronger program integrity by improving the detection of 
undisclosed application assets instead of relying solely on the bank 
account information provided by the applicant. 

Accuity has successfully coordinated and implemented direct 
transmission automation with the largest financial institutions in 
the country. This direct, end-to-end technology reduces the need for 
human intervention in a high-volume environment, resulting in op- 
timized efficiency, reduced costs, and high-speed response turn- 
around times, thus accelerating the overall determination process 
for program beneficiaries. 

Accuity has been pleased to partner with SSA in proving the 
value of technology and serving beneficiaries, while preventing 
fraud and abuse. Based on the success of the asset-verification 
technology. Congress passed section 1940 of the Social Security 
Act. This amendment to the Act requires States to implement a 
comparable electronic solution for the aged, blind, and disabled 
Medicaid population. While the legislation included the require- 
ment for all States to have this implemented by 2013, States have 
been slow to implement the solution. We are hopeful after initial 
implementations in various States, that will become a different re- 
ality. 

We appreciate the opportunity to inform the Subcommittee about 
how we worked developing and implementing a new technology to 
provide greater efficiency to taxpayer-funded programs. I would be 
pleased to provide additional information regarding Accuity’s asset 
verification system, and I look forward to answering your questions 
today. Thank you. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Soczynski. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Soczynski follows:] 
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Since 1911, Accuity has been the Official Registrar of the American Bankers Association U.S. 
Routing and Transit Codes, a role that requires Accuity to assign American Banking 
Association routing codes to every bank, credit union, and savings and loan and deposit taking 
institution in the United States, In our role as ABA registrar, Accuity is required to maintain up 
to date information on the 117,000+ financial institution locations across the United States. In a 
commercial capacity, Accuity provides the most comprehensive databases and software and 
professional services to assist financial institutions, corporations and government agencies in 
efficient and cost effective processing of financial transaction while helping institutions comply 
with the various know your customer, anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing 
regulations within the U S banking industry As such, Accuity has earned a unique reputation 
as the trusted source for information about, and for, the banking industry. In addition to 
providing data solutions to the Federal Reserve, the FDIC, the U.S Treasury and the Small 
Business Administration, Accuity currently manages a technology solution to aid the Social 
Security Administration's Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefit program. 

Accuity strongly supports the use of technology to improve public benefit programs and 
develop greater program integrity We clearly understand the challenges associated with 
determining eligibility based on the value of applicants' financial assets held at financial 
institutions. Our experience with SSA has led to projections of saving $900 million annually 
with a systems generated savings of $20 dollars for every $1 dollar of expense.' 

In September 2003, Accuity designed, developed and implemented a pilot program to 
automate the existing asset verification eligibility component of the Social Security 
Administration's (SSA), SSI benefits application and re-determination approval process. 

Prior to the Accuity solution, the SSA's asset verification process deployed paper-based forms 
filled in with Information provided by the SSI applicant The SSA would mail an asset 
verification request form (SSA Form e4641 ) to the financial institution indicated by the 
applicant. Under this process, response time to the e4641 request form averaged between SO- 
SO days while the financial institution response rate varied from 10% to a rate less than 50 
percent. When the financial institution response time exceeded 90 days, which was a frequent 
occurrence, it was SSA policy to approve payments of SSI benefits to the applicant without the 
requisite financial asset verification (with a re-determination to be performed after one year) 


In automating the SSI Asset Verification Process, the stated goals of the SSA were 

1 . To increase the efficiency of the account verification request and response process 
2 To maximize financial institution participation and response rates 

3. To minimize the papemvork and paper flow through automation 

4. To improve the applicant experience 

5. To provide analytic tools to measure efficiency, effectiveness, cost, and cost savings ol 
the financial asset verification process 

6 To accurately verify financial assets and improve the ability to detect undisclosed assets 
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The Accuity Asset Verification System includes three main components 

1 A secure automated gateway between SSA field offices and the U.S financial institution 
community for electronic processing of asset verification requests and responses 
between the SSA and the financial institution community 

2. A comprehensive database of registered financial institutions participating in the asset 
verification program 

3. A web-based and direct transmission web-services system with sophisticated message 
routing logic designed to speed the response mechanism and optimize the detection of 
undisclosed financial assets 

Accuity designed, developed and implemented in February 2004, as a pilot proof of concept in 
the states of New York and New Jersey, an automated, secure, web-based application to 
facilitate the e4641 asset verification request and response process The system supported an 
automated paperless transmission of all asset verification requests from an SSA field office to 
the respective financial institution and the corresponding response from the financial institution 
back to the SSA field office. The financial institution received a request via a user friendly and 
secure online interface that notified the financial institution immediately when a request had 
been submitted from the SSA. The information provided is an electronic emulation to the 
onginal paper form used by the SSA After retrieving the account information related to the SSI 
applicant, the financial institution electronically submitted all related account information which 
was then instantaneously delivered to the SSA through Accuity s secure gateway 

System security for the Asset Verification Solution was designed and implemented to comply 
with SSA security requirements as defined by the United States Commerce Department's 
Nationai Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). Leading up to the national rollout of the 
solution which commenced in July 2010, two independent system security audits were 
conducted by leading third-party audit firms under the supervision of the SSA Additionally, 
third party penetration tests and multiple financial institution audits were successfully 
completed. All such audits received positive opinions 

Acculty's Asset Verification System has processed millions of asset verification requests to and 
from the U.S. financial institution's community and the SSA. The system includes robust 
analytics and metrics reporting capabilities that allows SSA to analyze volumes, trends, costs, 
and statistics on both a macro and micro level. 

Following, a successful pilot to all SSA field offices in New York, New Jersey and California, a 
national rollout of the system commenced in July 2010 and was completed in June 2011. 
Leveraging our long-standing position as the Official Registrar of ABA U.S. Routing and Transit 
Numbers, and our unique trusted relationships wKh all U.S. financial institutions, Accuity has 
successfully recruited and registered 95% of all financial institutions to participate in the 
program nationally 

Accuity worked closely with the larger financial institutions to consolidate multiple-branch 
processing of verification requests to a single centralized processing site, thus further 
streamlining the end-to-end process Each e4641 request for asset verification is electronically 
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sent to the correct assigned processing location specific for each financial institution. Instead 
of mailing a paper request form to a general financial institution address indicated by the SSI 
applicant, the request is now sent and received instantaneously through Accuity's Asset 
Verification System, reaching the correct processing location at the correct financial institution 
location. In all cases, Accuity's comprehensive financial institutions database and message 
routing logic drives the routing of all asset verification requests to the appropriate financial 
institution location The account balance search for an Institution is inclusive of all owned 
branch locabons across the country, thus ensuring asset verification canvassing goes beyond 
local and state borders to include regional and national searches regardless of where 
application process takes place and where the applicant resides 

In addition to a standard request being sent to the financial institution accounts that are 
designated by the SSI applicant, Accuity designed and implemented geographic-centric logic 
that allows the SSA to drive alternate request routing to institutions not disclosed by the 
applicant. The system searches Accuity's comprehensive database and routes alternate 
multiple requests to financial institutions based on geographic logic and distance parameters 
from the designated applicant and institution. This process ensures that additional financial 
institutions are canvassed for possible undetected financial assets. This added step creates 
stronger program integrity by optimizing the detection of undisclosed applicant assets instead 
of relying solely on the bank account information provided by the applicant. 

Since implementation of the national program commenced in July 2010 (and completed in 
June 2011), Accuity and SSA worked collaboratively to expand the asset verification program 
to all 50 states and every field office in the United States. Our shared success includes the 
following statistics; 


1. Overall financial institution response rate of 96% versus previously experienced 10% to 
50% response rate 

2. Average financial institution response time of 7 days versus 30-60 days, with more than 
25% of responses received within 24 hours 

3 Participation of 95% of financial insitutions in the country enabling timely and accurate 
provision of financial information to assist SSA staff to make eligibility determination 

4 Complete automation of the end-to-end process significantly reducing time and effort 
required from SSA personnel to process verification requests and responses 

5. A 100% reduction in paper flow to and from the SSA 

6. An average of one of six asset verification requests disclosing an undetected account 
thus yielding potential annual savings through reduction of improper benefit payments 
The detection of improper benefit payments Is projected to yield improper payment 
savings of $900 million dollars annually with a systems generated savings of $20 dollars 
tor every $1 dollar of expense' 

Accuity has coordinated and implemented direct transmission automation with the largest 
financial institutions in the country. This direct end-to-end technology reduces the need for 
human intervention resulting in optimized efficiency, reduced costs and improved timeliness of 
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deierminations We continue to drive this response time lower with each successive month of 
national operations 

SSA and Accuity have continued to make successful progress on the integration of Accuity’s 
asset verirication application into SSA's eligibility system. This cooperation has led to 
increased efficiencies for SSA customer representatives and program beneficiaries. Accuity 
has been pleased to partner with SSA on this on-going integration, proving the value of 
technology in serving beneficiaries while preventing fraud and abuse 

Based on the success of the asset verification solution, Congress passed Section 1940 of the 
Social Security Act This amendment requires stales to implement a comparable electronic 
solution for the aged, blind and disabled Medicaid population. While the legislation included a 
requirement for all states to have implemented a program by 2013, the states have been slow 
to implement such automated solutions Accuity is hopeful that after a successful 
implementation of the Asset Verification System in Florida later this year, other states will 
move forward to reap the benefits realized by SSA both in increased speed of approval for 
qualified applicants and in improved program integrity This proven technology can save the 
states and federal treasuries hundreds of millions of dollars in improperly paid benefits each 
year. 

Acculty's Asset Verification System can be implemented to assist other public benefit programs 
by providing the secure technology to connect the government sector to the financial institution 
community The Accuity system can allow federal and state agencies to simply and effectively 
provide program oversight while improving the efficiencies for applicant and/or recipient 
eligibility determination 

We appreciate this opportunity to inform the Subcommittee about our work developing and 
implementing new technologies to provide greater efficiency to taxpayer funded programs. I 
would be pleased to provide any additional information regarding the Accuity Asset Verification 
System upon your request and I look forward to answering any questions you may have for me 
today 

Paul F Soczynski 
Accuity, Inc. 

Senior Director, Government Services 


' Reference SSA written testimony to United States House of Representatives; Committee on Appropnations; 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services^ Education and Related Agencies; Dated March 11, 2011- 
"yi/hfrt fiossibie. we ert u»ing uchnohg^ to Mp us prtutnt ond drrect Unproper payments, for exompte, we Unow that unreported finoiKtot oesounu 
and wages are ttiemo/or causes of Improper paymenrs in the iSl program. Therefore, we haue deuetoped and ore implementing oa elecvonk preeets 
that oHows os to gukkty ettd eosHy identify etsets of SSt oppikonts and recipients that eucetd statutory limits. This process is colled Access to nttaneial 
Institutions (AFIf, and we use k in the SSI program to eltctronkaify identify pnoncktl onounts. We currently use Aft in 3S Steles; these States represent 
80 percent of ait SSI recipients. We fnterKl fa impiement Afl Ui oH remaining States by the erutaf the year. Oy 7012, we pra/ect opproMimately S900 
mifUoo in lifetime program savings for each year we use the Afl, which will potentlohy yield a $J0 return lit detected and prevented okferpoyments for 
every Ooha* invested. 
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Chairman DAVIS. Ms. Ford, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF MARTY FORD, DIRECTOR, 

PUBLIC POLICY OFFICE, THE ARC OF THE UNITED STATES 

Ms. FORD. Chairman Davis, Ranking Member Doggett, and 
Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to 
testify on the use of technology to improve the administration of 
the SSI financial eligibility requirements. 

As you know, SSI benefits, along with related Medicaid benefits, 
are the means of survival for over 8 million people with severe dis- 
abilities. SSI benefits help people meet their basic needs for food 
and housing, secure medical care, and pay for medications not cov- 
ered by Medicaid. SSI also plays a critical role in helping people 
with severe disabilities live in the community rather than in insti- 
tutions. We applaud SSA’s continued work in improving its tech- 
nology infrastructure to improve services to claimants and bene- 
ficiaries even during these challenging economic times. 

SSA has recognized that the SSI program rules are challenging 
even for administrators of the program. The program is many 
times more difficult for SSI beneficiaries to understand and follow. 
Beneficiaries are under tremendous financial stress when they 
apply for SSI and while they are using benefits. SSI pays only 
about 75 percent of the Federal poverty level for an individual. 
Beneficiaries often experience food insecurity, possible homeless- 
ness, and personal and family crisis due to economic hardship. For 
some, the disability itself adds its own pressures and makes navi- 
gating the complexity of the SSI program extremely difficult. 

The CCD Social Security Task Force generally supports SSA’s ef- 
forts to use technology to improve the program so long as the im- 
provements do not infringe on claimants’ rights. We have always 
supported SSA’s work in conducting continuing disability reviews 
and redeterminations to ensure continued integrity of the SSI and 
Social Security disability programs. 

We recognize that technology can improve the Administration’s 
efforts in these areas; however, many SSI applicants and bene- 
ficiaries lack electronic access to SSA or may not be able to under- 
stand or navigate electronic communications. For example, a recent 
study by the Department of Commerce found that in 46 percent of 
households headed by a person with a disability, there was no com- 
puter at home, compared to 20 percent of homes where the head 
of household had no disability. Sadly, our fast-growing electronic 
world is creating new barriers for people unable to cognitively or 
financially keep pace. 

The complexity of the SSI program and the requirements for re- 
porting and maintaining compliance with the rules, combined with 
the push for increased use of technology, will place increased pres- 
sures on those SSI beneficiaries who are unable to navigate in an 
electronic world. For these reasons we believe that SSA must exer- 
cise caution to ensure that beneficiaries are protected. This will re- 
quire an increased commitment on the part of the Administration 
and the Congress to recognize the increasing difficulties for these 
beneficiaries and find solutions for them. 

Improvements to the process will save time for both beneficiaries 
and SSA, improve accuracy and timeliness, and hopefully assist 
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beneficiaries who are exploring opportunities to work. We have 
some very specific recommendations. 

Most importantly, SSA requires adequate administrative re- 
sources to effectively administer the program, including its finan- 
cial eligibility requirements. We urge Congress to provide SSA with 
adequate resources at the level requested by the President. 

Additionally, SSA needs to develop a better earnings reporting 
and recording system, including providing an option for online 
wage reporting, for those recipients who can use it, that allows the 
agency to promptly adjust benefit payments to help reduce over- 
payments and remove barriers for people who want to work. 

SSA should also consider using its continuing disability review 
enforcement model to help prevent overpayments before they hap- 
pen. 

SSA also needs to enhance the use and operation of its toll-free 
800 number. 

We support continuation of the WIPA and PABSS programs that 
have already been commented on. That is very important for those 
people who want to work. 

Congress should raise the SSI asset limit and income disregards 
and index them annually for inflation. While the SSI program has 
numerous work incentives built in to encourage people to work, the 
extremely low disregards mean that many SSI beneficiaries’ earn- 
ings trigger an overpayment for even relatively modest amounts of 
work. Nearly half of beneficiaries who work earn less than $200 
per month. Increasing the disregards would help beneficiaries and 
at the same time reduce SSA’s administrative workload. 

I will end here and am open to any questions that you have. 
Thank you. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you very much, Ms. Ford. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ford follows:] 
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TESTIMONY OF MARTY FORD ON BEHALF OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY TASK 
FORCE, CONSORTIUM FOR CITIZENS WITH DISABILITIES 

Chaimian Davis. Ranking Member Dogged, and Members of the Subeommillee. thank \ou for the 
opportunity to provide leslimonj for this hearing on the use of technology to improve Ute 
administration of the Supplemental Securit) Income (SSI) Imanclal eligibility requirements. 

I am the Director of the Public Policy Office of The Arc of the United States. I am also a member of 
the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities (CCD) Social Security Task Force. CCD is a working 
coalition of national consumer, advocacy , provider, and professional organizations w orking together 
w ilh and on behalf of the 54 million children and adults with disabilities and their families living in 
the United States. The CCD Social Security fask Force focuses on disability policy issues in the 
Title II disability programs and the Title XVI Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program. 

The focus of this hearing is extremely important to people with disabilities. SSI cash benelits. along 
with the related Medicaid beneHts. arc the means of survival for over 8 million individuals with 
severe disabilities. SSI benefits help people with signillcant disabilities meet their basic needs for 
housing, food, and clothing, and secure essential .services and medical ettre. SSI benefits also play a 
central role in helping people with significant disabilities live in the community , rather than in 
restrictive, costly in.stitulions. 

Proper administration of SSI benefits is critical and has long been of interest to the CCD Social 
Security Task Force. Other witnesses on this panel are able to testify almut the more technical 
aspects of the Social Security Administration's technological initiatives related to the SSI program's 
financial eligibility requirements. My testimony w ill focus on the perspectiv e of SSI beneficiaries 
and on the recommendations of the CCD Social Security task Force for ways to enhance SSA's use 
of technology to improve the experience and outcomes of SSI beneficiaries. 

1 . Proper and timely application of the SSI financial eligibility criteria is Imjiortanl. The 
SSI program is a very complex program to administer. 

As Social Security Administration (SSA) Deputy Commissioner Carolyn Colvin has noted in past 
testimony, the SSI program is very complex and benefits can change each month due to income and 
resource fluctuations and changes in living arrangemenUs.' There are complex program rules and 
delays in receiving income data. The agency has .struggled over the y cars to improve its accuracy 
rate for SSI payments - both for overpayments and for underpay ments. Earlier this year. Deputy 
Commissioner Colvin noted that Tn the SSI program, 93,3 percent ofall payments were free of an 
overpayment, and 97.6 percent ofall payments were free of an underpayment, a significant 
improvement from FY 3()0S.’'' She also noted that given the complexity of the statutes governing the 
disability programs and the volume of work, some overpaymenLs are unavoidable. The complexity of 
the retum-to-work provisions is exacerbated when a hencficiaty receives both SSDl and SSI. because 
the beneficiary is subject to tw o different sets of rules. About 30 percent of I itie XVI beneficiaries 
aged 1 8-64 also receive Title f I beneliLs.^ 


' Statement of Carolyn W. Colvin. Deputy Commissioner, Social Security Administration, before the House 
Committee on Ways and Means. Subcommittee on Social Security and SulKommittee on Oversight. June 14. 201 1 
’ Slaiemeni ofCarolyn W'. Colvin. Deputy Commissioner. Social Security Administration, before the House 
Committee on W ays and Means. SulKommittee on Social Security . January' 24. 21)1 2. 

* Tabic V.F I . — Percentage of SSI Fedcrally-.AdminisIcred Recipients in C urrcnI-Paymcni Status with 
Panicipation in Selected Programs Based on SSA Administrative Records. December 201 1, In Social Security 
Administration (2012). 2012 Annual Report of the SSI Program. 
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While SSA recognizes lhal Ihc SSI program rules are challenging for adminislralors of the program, 
we believe that the program is much more dilTicult for SSI heneftciaries to understand and follow 
accurately. SSI applicants and benetlciarics are under tremendous fmancial stress when they apply 
for SSI and while they are using SSI benefits (the maximum federal SSI benefit of S698 per month 
pays only about 75 percent of the Federal poverty level for an individual), lltey often experience 
other stressful situations, including food insecurity, possible homelessness, and personal and family 
crisis due to economic hardship. For some, Ihc very disability for which they have turned to Ihc SSI 
program adds Its own pressures to the situation and. In some cases, makes navigating the complexity 
of the SSI program extremely dilTicull 

2. T ech noiggy can play a role in helping to accomplish proper and timely application of 
the SSI financial eligibility criteria. 

Commissioner Michael A.siruc and Deputy Commissioner Colvin have testified about SSA's Access 
to Financial Institutions (Al l ) project and Ihc SSI felephone Wage Reporting (SSI fWR) sy.slem. 
Commissioner Astrue has made a strong commitment to improve and expand the technology u.scd in 
Ihc disability determination process. SSA has implemented a number of significant technological 
improvements that have helped claimants and their representatives and ha\ e made the process more 
efficient for SSA employees. 

The CCD .Social Security ra.sk Force generally supports SSA's elTorls to improve the disability 
claims process, so long as they do nut infringe on claimants' rights. We hav e also always supported 
SSA's work in conducting continuing disability reviews and redcicnninations to ensure continued 
integrity of the SSI and Social Security disability programs. We recognize lhal technology can 
improve the Administration's efforts in these areas. 

However, it is important to remember that many SSI applicants and beneficiaries lack electronic 
access to SSA or may not be able to understand or navigate electronic communications. For 
example, a recent study by the Department of Commerce found that 46 percent of households headed 
by a person willt u disability did not have a computer at home, compared to 2(1 percent of homes 
where the head of household had no disability .Sadly, our burgeoning electronic world is creating 
new barriers for people unable to cognitively and/or financially keep pace. 

The complexity of the SSI program and the requirements placed on beneficiaries for reporting and 
maintaining compliance vv ith SSI rules, combined with a push for increased use of technology . w ill 
place increa.sed pressures on those SSI beneficiaries vvho are unable to navigate in an electronic 
world. This will require an increasred commitment on the part of the Administration and the 
Congress to recognize the increasing dilTicultios for these beneficiaries and to work to find solutions 
for them 

For these reasons, we believe that SSA must exercise cxiution to ensure that beneficiaries are 
protected, particularly where they are unable to navigate the system and need a-ssistance in correcting 
errors. While there may be ways to improve the process from the perspective of the Administration, 
the bottom line evaluation must be how the process affects the very claimants and beneficiaries for 
whom the system exists. We believe that the critical measure for assessing initiatives for achieving 


* t'.S. Dcpanmcnl of Commerce (2UI I ). Fxploring Ihe Digital Nation: Computer and Internet lise at Home. 
Accessed July 15. 2u 1 2 at 

h UP:/Avww.ntia .doc.e ov/fil ev ntia/pub licaii onsrex nlor ine Ihe d iuit al nat i on c omputer an d int e rnet use at h ome 
I10920ll.pdf . 
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adininislrativL' ctTicicncies must be the polcnliul impact on claimants and bcncllciarics. Proposals for 
inercasint; administrative efficiencies must bend to the realities of benelieiaries' lives and aecept that 
people face innumerable obstaeles when they apply for and rely upon disability benefits. SSA must 
continue, and improve, its established role in ensuring that beneficiaries are fully protected in the 
process and must design its rules and procedures to reflect this administrative responsibility . 

3. Recommendations. 

•SSA and Congress can work together to make it ctisicr for SSI beneficiaries to navigate the system, 
Improvements to the process will reduce the time and elTort that both beneficiaries and SSA must 
devote to tbc financial eligibility process, improve accuracy and timely access to benefits, and in 
particular will assist SSI beneficiaries who are e.xploring opportunities to work. On behalf ofthc 
CCD Social Security Task l-orcc. I am pleased to offer the following recommendations. 

a. Provide adequate administrative rcttources for SSA. 

Foremo.si, SSA requires adequate administrative resources to elTeclivcIy administer the SSI program 
including the program's financial eligibility requirements. 

Fur many years. SSA did nut receive adequate fimds for its mandated services. Belw een I'Y 3000 
and FY 2007, the resulting administrative funding shortfall was more than S4 billion. We thank this 
Committee for its elTorts to provide SSA with adequate landing for its administrative budget. 
Between 2008 and 2010. Congress provided SSA w ith the nceessary resources to start meeting its 
service delivery needs. With this funding. SSA was able lo hire thousands of needed new employees. 
There cun be no doubt that this additional staff greatly enhanced SSA program operations. 

Unfortunately, SSA's administrative budget (I.imitation on Administrative F.xpcnses or I.AF) has 
been inadequate in recent years. SSA has received virtually no increase in its l.AF since 2010. In FY 
2011, SSA's appropriation was a .small decrease from the FY 2010 level tmd the FY 2012 
appropriation was only slightly above the FY 2010 level. 

Commi.ssioncr Astruc recently testified about the negative cffccLs of cutbacks in SSA's 
administrative funds for Fiscal Year 2012 on the agency's ability to complete all of its post- 
entitlement work, including SSI status changes, and on the agency 's resources for Information 
Technology (IT) investments.* We urge Congress to pros idc SSA with adequate resources to carry 
out all necessary program functions. 

b. Use enhanced automation lo improve customer service and outcomes for 
beneficiaries. 

As highlighted during this hearing, in recent years SSA has developed a number of automated tools 
to increase eflieiency in handling an ever-increasing workload in times of declining administrative 
resources. SSA can expand on its efforts to use technology lo improve the experience and outcomes 
of beneficiaries in several ways. 

First. SSA should provide an option for individuals lo complete an application for SSI online. 
Currently . applicants for Social Security fitle II disability bcnclils can file online. Applicants for 


' Statement of Michael J. Asirue. Commissioner. Sttcial Security .^dministration. before the Finance Committee ttf 
the U.S. Senate. May 17.2012. 
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Title XVI bcnefils can till out a Disability Report online, but must schedule an appointment with 
their local SSA field orfice to complete their application. Although the SSI eligibility criteria arc 
complex, both SSI applicants and SSA would benefit I'rom the availability of an option to complete 
the entire SSI application online. 1'his option would he particularly helpful for individuals filing a 
concurrent application for Title II and Title XVI benefits. 

Additionally, SSA needs to develop a better earnings reporting and recording system - including 
providing an option for online wage reporting for SSI recipients - that allows the agency to promptly 
adjust benefit payments. Unfortunately, ad justment of benefits is one area that has slipped due to 
stalling shortages. When a beneficiary faithfully notifies SSA of earnings or other changes that may 
reduce benefit pay ment amounts, it may he months or years before SSA sends an overpayment 
notice, demanding repayment of sometimes tens of thousands of dollars of accrued overpayments. 
Beneficiaries are shocked to receive these notices, when they reasonably assumed that SSA had 
proce.ssed the information they submitted. It is challenging, if not impossible, for someone subsisting 
on benefits alone to repay the overpayments. Many people w ith disabilities arc wary of attempting to 
w ork out of tear that this may give rise to an overpayment. It is important to note that, in and of 
themselves. overpaynienLs do not indicate fraud or abuse as beneficiaries arc encouraged to work if 
they are able. The problems arise when reported earnings are not properly recorded and monthly 
overpayments are not properly adjusted. Improving SSA's earnings reporting and recording sy stem 
will reduce overpayments and remove barriers for beneficiaries who wish to attempt to work. 

SSA also should consider using its Continuing Disability Review Enforcement Model to help prevent 
overpay ments before they happen. The Continuing Disability Review Enforcement Mirdel is a 
computer algorithm that determines which disability eases should be prioritized for review to 
minimize large overpayments due to income from earnings, and initiate recovery elTorts. This tool is 
an excellent example ofhow technology can increase cffieiency and program integrity. SSA should 
also use il to target henefieiaries most in need of counseling about their benefits and reporting 
responsibilities, to prevent overpaymenLs betbre they happen. 

SSA also needs to enhance the use and operation of its toll free I -800 telephone number. SSA directs 
many activities to this loll free number, from initialing a claim for benefits to reporting a change of 
addrc.ss. Currently SSI-only beneficiaries can u.sc the 1-800 number to report earnings, but SSDI 
beneficiaries cannot. Additionally . there is no "handshake" between the computer sy stem used by 
SSA's 1-800 number staff and the systems used by local field rmd hearing offiees. As a result, 
reports made by claimants via the 1-800 number ofien fail to be relayed to local field office and 
onice of Disability Adjudication and Rev iew (ODAR) personnel. This can have terrible 
consequences, for example, if a claimant's change of adda*ss is not communicated to Ihe local field 
or hearing office, the claimant may fail to receive notice of a hearing or of required appointments, 
which can result in delay and'or denial of benefits. Current beneficiaries may not receive notice of 
SSA's intention to terminate benefits. Enhancements to the I -800 number can help prevent these 
kinds of problems. 

Additionally, as SSA ramps up its technology for idcntilying potential income and resource 
eligibility issues, there is a long overdue need to establish an automated process for logging in 
appeals of adverse determ inatinns and for having an automated process that assures continuation of 
benefits unchanged when an appeal or request for waiver is timely filed. 

Einally, I would like to reiterate that SSA will need adequate administrative funding to make many of 
these improvements in automation possible. 


5 



64 


Additionully. a.s noted above, many people with disabilities lack Internet access and remain unlikely 
to obtain infomtalion and access sort ices through SSA's website. Even as .SSA seeks to direct 
claimants to its website, it should continue to display and provide written publications in local Held 
ofdces str that indis iduals lacking Internet access or computer proficiency arc not at a disadvantage. 

c. Ensure cuiitiniiation of (lie Work Incentive Planning and Assistance (WIPA) 
and Protection and Advocacy for IScneficiaries of Social Security (PAB.SS) 
programs. 

The WIPA and PAUSS programs, established in |y9y. provide critically important employment 
services that help bcnericiaries of Social Security's SSDI and SSI di.sability programs attain greater 
economic sell'-sulliciency . 

WIPA grants go to local non-proTits and other agencies to support outreach, education, and benefits 
planning .services for SSI and SSOI bcncliciarics about work incentives and services for finding, 
maintaining, and advancing in employment. WIPA grantees inform beneficiaries about the impact 
that employment will have on their disability income and medical coverage, and address many of the 
real fears that individuals have about going to work at the risk of losing health coverage. 

PAIiSS provides a wide range of services to SSI and SSDI beneficiaries. I'his includes information 
and adv icc about obtaining vocational rehabilitation and employment services, information and 
referral services on work incentives, and advocacy or other legal services that a beneficiary needs to 
secure, maintain, or regain gainful employ menl. 

The continued existence of the WIPA and PAUSS programs is under serious threat. Although 
authoriitatinn for both programs expired on .September 30. 2011. SSA was able to set aside funding to 
sustain the PABSS program until September 30. 2012 and the WIPA program until June 30. 2012. 
The recent expiration of funding for the WIPA program already has resulted in the layofl's of many 
well-trained employees. The impending expiration of funds for the PABSS program makes it 
impossible for PABSS agencies to engage in budget and planning activities and creates significant 
employment uncertainty for the PABSS advocates. 

The CCD Social Security fask force supports measures to continue the WIPA and PABSS 
programs, such as 11. R. 6061. the WWA and PABUS Conlimiaiion of Services Act of 2(H2. which 
w ould ensure SSA'.s authority to continue to provide funding for the programs. 

d. llpdulc the SSI asset and savings limits. 

Congress .should raise the SSI asset limit and income disregards and index them annually for 
infiation. The monthly unearned income disregard for an individual has remained at S20 and the 
earned income disregard for an individual has remained at $65 plus one-half ofremaining earnings 
since the inception of the SSI program in 1972.'’ Similarly, the SSI asset limit of $2,000 for an 
individual or $3,000 for a couple has not changed since 1989. Neither the income disregards nor the 
asset limit are inde.xed lor inflation. 

The extremely low Income disregards mean that many SSI beneficiaries' earnings trigger an 
overpayment for even relatively modest amounts of work. Nearly halftabout 45 percent) ol'SSI 


* U.S. f louse of Representatives. Committee on Ways and Means 12008) BuvkRnnimI Mowriiii ami IJala an itm 
Programs within tlw Jurisdiction of the Vommittec on IVays and \teans. 
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beneficiaries who work cam less lhan $200 per month.’ Increasing the earned income disregard and 
indexing it for inflation would help beneficiaries and make it easier for them to work. T or SSA. it 
ha.s the potential to reduce the agenc> ’s administrative workload for these low-wage earners, reduce 
overpasments. and perhaps lead to administrative savings. 

Raising the asset limit and income disregards w ill also provide working beneficiaries the opporlunits 
to sav e for home ownership, education, or retirement, and w ill protect tlieir access to Medicaid. 

l or these reasons, we recommend raising both the asset limit and income disregards to the amounts 
that thes would have been if indexed since their inception. 

e. Support demonstrations that would benefit concurrent beneficiaries. 

Concurrent beneficiaries of S.SI and S.SDI face a particularlv complc,\ set of earnings and as.sct rules. 
Demonstrations allow SSA to lest additional ways to help beneficiuries navigate the system, 
including through program simplification and the use of technology . Currently. SSA has 
demonstration authority for its Title XVI programs, hut demonstration authority for the Title II 
programs needs to be e.xtended. Congress should extend SSA's Title II demonstration authority and 
should support innovative proposals such as the Work Incentives Simplification Pilot. 

4. Conclusion. 

In summary. I would like to emphasize the need for SSA to have adequate administrative rc.sourccs. 
to use technology in ways that improve customer .service and outcomes for beneficiaries, to continue 
the WIPA and PABSS programs, to look at making it easier for SSI beneficiaries to work by raising 
the SSI income exclusions and asset limit and indexing them for inllation, and to support 
demonstrations that would benefit concurrent SSI and SSDI beneficiaries. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of the Consortium for Citizens w ith Disabilities 
Social Security Task Force on this important topic. I look forward to answering any questions you 
may have. 

Submilted on behalf of: 

Association of University Centers on Disabilities 
Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law 
Community Legal Services of Philadelphia 
Easter Seals 

Health and Disability Advocates 
National Alliance on Mental Illness 

National Association ofCouneils on Developmental Disabilities 

National Association of Disability Representatives 

National Organization of Social Security Claimants' Representatives 

The Arc of the United States 

National Disability Rights Network 

United Cerebral Palsy 

United Spinal Association 


’ Tabic 46. Blind and disabled recipients who work and their average earnings, by selected characlcrislics. In .Social 
Security Administration (201 1). SSI .Annual Statistical Repon. 2010. 
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Chairman DAVIS. Mr. Besharov, you are recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 


STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV, PROFESSOR, 
SCHOOL OF PUBLIC POLICY, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 

Mr. BESHAROV. Chairman Davis, Ranking Member Doggett, 
other Members of the Committee, it is a pleasure to be back. 

It was a great pleasure listening to the other speakers because 
it is rare that we have this kind of agreement about the need to 
move forward, and I was really impressed when I read about the 
bipartisan work of this Committee on the data-matching and the 
modernization of means-testing programs. 

I think I am here a little bit from another world, but let me tell 
you why I think it is all connected and why I think it is so impor- 
tant. In the other means-tested programs that I watch, whether it 
is food stamps, WIC, TANF, and so forth, the process of eligibility 
determination has become so expensive, and so much of that cost 
is on the States, that the States look — that the Federal Govern- 
ment helps the States to do everything they can to do less eligi- 
bility checking. So, for example, we have 1-year certifications of in- 
come in food stamps. So, for example, we don’t have asset tests in 
food stamps anymore. Maybe a little bit of it is ideological, but the 
main reason is because it is too expensive to do those things in the 
modern world, the modern world where data processing and data 
searching are the low-cost answer. 

My question is why should both liberals and conservatives want 
better eligibility determinations? And I want to spend a few min- 
utes on that because I think that is the crux of this discussion. 

It is not that everyone gets more payments under disability or 
everyone gets more payments under food stamps. It is a very hap- 
hazard process, and there is great unfairness. The technical term 
is horizontal inequity. That is to say, if I am lucky enough to be 
with a caseworker who says, “Oh, let us forget about this income,” 
or if I am lucky enough to be with a caseworker who says, “Well, 
you deserve it even though you don’t formally fall into the rules.” 
That is just unfair. And the thing about automated systems is it 
becomes less possible for there to be that kind of unfairness. I 
think that is very important. 

The second thing — and I am struck by this — is the possibility to 
do serious reform of the system as a whole and especially its dis- 
incentives to work. I was struck by the comments of my colleagues 
and also Mr. Doggett about the earnings limitations, the set-asides. 
Let me mention a few things about that and talk for the 2 minutes 
I have left about the U.K. 

These programs are all interconnected. About 36 percent of SSI 
households also receive food stamps. If SSI goes down $1, food 
stamps go up, I think, 33 cents, if I remember my math on this. 
If SSI goes up, food stamps go down. And this has to be done by 
hand. I was going to say across Committee jurisdictions, but it is 
really across agencies at the State and local level. We are in the 
21st century. We shouldn’t have to do it that way. 

The U.K. has a process of making real-time eligibility determina- 
tions. And it is striking only when you think about U.S. Govern- 
ment actions, because, of course, when you use a credit card to buy 
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something, it is real time. And so the idea that we can’t match 
what is happening in the U.K. is striking. 

What the U.K. has been able to do (because it had a process of 
systematizing eligibility across programs), is to deal with the work 
disincentives embedded in these programs, whether it is the in- 
come set-aside, whether it is an earnings disregard, and whether 
it is the effect of food stamps. 

As you probably know, depending on the family, and depending 
on the income, marginal tax rates in this country for means-tested 
programs can be over 100 percent, which is you earn 1 more dollar, 
and you owe the government more than $1. In the U.K., they have 
been able — and it started under the Labor government, not just the 
Conservative/Liberal Democrat coalition — to reduce the maximum 
marginal tax rate to 65 percent. Many of us wish it was not that 
high. But I think this is the promise of modern technology. 

I hope that this Committee will be able to pursue this topic this 
year and in the years to come. Thank you very much. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Besharov. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Besharov follows:] 
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Chairman Davis, Ranking Member Doggett, and members of the Subcommittee, thank 
you for inviting me to testify on this important topic. 

My nattte is Douglas Besharov. and 1 am a professor at the University of Mary land 
School of Public Policy, where I teach courses on poverty alleviation, program evaluation, and 
policy analysis. I also direct the university’s Welfare Reform Academy (WRA) and Center for 
International Policy Exchanges (CIPE). Of particular relevance to this hearing is our project on 
“Learning from Abroad,” which is designed to glean policy ideas from other nations. Our web 
site is www.uindcinc.org . 

fhe topic of today's hearing is the “Use of Technology' to Improve the Administration of 
SSI's Financial Eligibility Requirements." Modem technology, of course, can be a mixed 
blessing, and in every' case one should weigh the benefits against the costs of adopting a new 
system. 


My testimony focuses on the human side of program implementation, and how modem 
technology can be used to limit "eligibility creep.” Eligibility creep is the process through which 
program's arc successively expanded through a series of small steps, many of whose impacts are 
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imperceptible at the lime. 

I would like to discuss two aspects of this process. Thu first is the progressive statutory 
and administrative expansion of eligibility through small changes in law or process that, on their 
own, might seem a reasonable adjustment to the circumstances, but that have the cumulative 
cIVect of dramatically increasing eligibility. 

file second is the documented tendency for eligibility rules to be applied in a 
progressively more generous manner by first-level agency stall". Those who deal directly w ith 
program recipients (‘‘street-level burcaucraus" and their supervisors) generally have wide 
discretion in determining program eligibility. This discretion stems from two .sources; ( I ) the 
variability of the circumstances of clients requires that the street-level bureaucrat use discretion; 
and (2) the complex and sometimes contradictory regulations and policies that arc given to 
street-level bureaucrats for implementation allow "front-line workers to selectively apply rules 
that are too voluminous to enforce in their totality.”' 

This is especially tfue in means-tested programs where the determination of income Is 
otlcn based on a scries of difficult to monitor decisions. (It often also applies to the 
detennination or‘‘disabilily.’') Although these realities arc usiuilly viewed as generating 
inappropriate government spending, at a deeper level, they can also generate serious problems ol 
horizontal equity', that is, giving benefits to some who are relatively better olT than others simply 
because of the particular preferences of the street-level decision maker. 

Last September, I testified before this subcommittee about the expansion of safety-net 
programs caused by eligibility expansions both before and after the recession, as well as by the 
continuing high level of unemployment. Depending on what programs one counts, the federal 
and state governments are now providing the highest levels of means-tested assistance than at 
any lime in our history. 

Many see these expansions as a long overdue increase in aid to low-income Americans, 
and that may or may not be true. But the larger point is that setting and implementing eligibility 
rules — concerning income and assets — for these programs should be an c.xplicit element of 
national policy making, not the result of piecemeal, unexamined decisions. On this point, I 
believe that this committee's work on the application of modem technology — facilitated by data 
standardization — can liclp enormously. 1 know that this has been a bipartisan effort, difficult in 
these limes, but much appreciated by those of us in the field. 

1 have spent more time studying the Supplemental Nutrition A.ssi5tance Program (SNAP) 
(what used to be called “food stamps") and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for 
Women, infants tmd Children ( W'lC) eligibility and enrollment than disability programs, but the 
experiences of these programs provide useful lessons for disability programs about the 


'.Marcia Meyers and Susan Vnrsangcr “Street-I.evel Iturcaucrats and Public Policy" in The thmlhutik uf 
Public Administratum. eds. B. tiuy Peters and Jon Pierre tTIunisand Oaks. CA: Sage. 2tH)3 ). 247. 
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importance of well-established rules concerning income and assets— systematized and monitored 
by modem technology systems. 

Since 2000, SNAP and WIC caseloads and expenditures have increased dramatically. 

• Between 2000 and 201 1, the SNAP caseload increased by about 160 percent (from 17.2 
million individuals to about 44.7 million individuals) and expenditures rose by about 2.14 
percent (Irom $22.6 billion to $75.7 billion).’ 

• In the same period, the WIC caseload increased by 25 percent (from about 7,2 million to 
about 9 million women, infants, and children) and WIC expenditures rose by about 36 
percent (from $5.2 billion to about $7.2 billion)' not counting the rising co.sts to states of 
income formula reimbursements (from about an additional $1.7 billion in 2000 to about 
$1.9 billion in 2007, the last year for which these data are available).' 

This rise in caseloads in the SNAP caseload is greater than the increase in the number of 
eligibics (through increasing poverty and the number of new mothers, infants, and children)’ 
would predict. 

• Between 2000 and 2010, the number of individuals in families with incomes below 130 
percent of poverty increased by 17.1 million, from about 45.8 million to about 62.9 
million.'' In that same period, the number of SNAP recipients increased by 23.1 million. 


•t.I.S. Dcpannrcni of Agricullun;, Food and Nutrition Service. •'Suppietnenial Nutrition A.ssbtiince Program 
Participation and Costs." http: /\\ww.fn.vu.sda.uov'inl/SNAtVufnnmr\.inin tacccsscd Julv 13, 2012). 

'U.S. Department of Agrieulturv. Food and Nutrition Service, "WtC* Pnigram Participation and Costs," 

Into: wsvw. las, usda.L-ov nd nisiininian.litm tacces.sed Julv 13,2012). 

'Douglas J. Besharov and Dougltvs M. Call. The Expamion of IVIC EJiglhiltty ami Eorotimenf' VooJ 
IntenUoox. Uncontrolled Local Discretion, and ContpUont Federal Officials (Cullege Park. MD: Welfare Refomi 
.Academy. March 20001. 

http://\vclfan.‘aeademy.L>rglpubsritK)dassisi/The_Fjipansion_ol]_WIC_FligibiliIy_and_Frm)llmenl 00J1305A.pdf 
lacces.scd July 13. 20121. 

'Actually, beivtecn 2000 and 201 1. there was a slight decline in births, from 4.06 inillion to 3,05 million. 
(During that period, they also rose to an all-time high of 4.31 million in 2007.) Brady E Itamilion and Paul D. 
Sutton. Receni Tremb In Births am! Ferlilily Rates Through Deceniher 20 1 H Atlattto: Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. May 2012). 

hilp:/r»ww.cdc.gov'nchs/daia/hcstu0biilli5_fenilily_deccmt'er_201 1 'births_fertility_decemher_2ni I. pdf (accessed 
July 12.2012). 

"l.Inivcrsily of Mary land Poverty Analy.sis and Tabulation Tool, versitrn 4.7.1; and LkS. Census Bureau. 
"Age and Se.s of All People, (-amity Members, and Unrelated Individiuits Iterated by- Income-to-Poverty Ratio and 
Race; TOltl." http;r/w-ww.censtrs.gtrv/lthea'ww-\v/cpatablea'0320t I/pov/new0l^l30_t)I.htm (acces.sed July 12. 2012) 
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from about 17.2 million to about 40.3 million.’ 

Why have SNAP and WIC caseloads and expenditures increased so much? Although a 
struggling economy and an increase in poverty certainly contribute to the increase in enrollment, 
statutory and administrative expansions in eligibility and loosened criteria and processes for 
detennining income have also been major contributors. Here's what has happenat under SNAP: 

SNAP 


Nullified assets tests. To meet SNAP asset requirements, a household must have below 
$2,000 in assets ($3,000 for households with a disabled individual) and no more than one 
vehicle (worth less than $4,650), I lou.ses. retirement accounts, and personal property are 
not counted as assets. Ihe Agricultural Appropriations Act of 2000 allows states the 
option of using the vehicle asset test of their Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
(TANF) program for SNAP recipients instead of die SNAP vehicle asset test.” As of 
November 2010, thirty-three states and D.C. excluded the value of all vehicles and 
another fiOeen states exclude the value of one vehicle.'* Using the categorical eligibility 
provisions created by LISDA regulations in 2000 (described below), states also have the 
option of using the asset tests in their TANF programs in place of the SNAP asset test. 
Thirty-six states exercise this option and do not have an asset test for SNAP recipients."’ 

Verifying income eligihility only once a year. Prior to the Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 ("2002 Fann Bill"), all households were required to recertiiy 
their earning every three months. For households with earnings, states had the option of 
using “simplified reporting," which increased the certillcation periods for households to 
up to one year (with households required to report a change in earnings only if their 
earnings exceeded the gro.ss income limit of 1 30 percent of poverty). Income was 


'ri.S. Ccn.siis Iturciiu. "Age and Sex of All People. Family Members, and Unrelated Individuals llcraled by 
Ineomc-lo-Poverty Ratio andRaee: 2007.’’ 

hUp:''/\viviv.ccnsus.goi/hhcsAvv,\v/cp.scables>maeru''03200li''pov'new0l _135_01.hlm (aece.sscd July 12. 2012); and 
ll,.S. Census Bureau. "Age and Sex of All People, Family Members, and t ’nrelaied Individuals llcraled by Incomc- 
lu-Poverty Ralio and Raee; 20 1 0." hllp:'''‘VMVvr.censu.s.gov/hhc.s'wvvw.'cpslablc.v'0.t20 1 1 /pov/newOl _ 1 35 _0 1 .him 
(acces.sed July 12,2012). 

'David Super and Staey Dean. New Stale Opiionx to tmprave the Food Stamp Vehtete Rale I Wusliiiigion. 
DC; Center on Btidgei and Policy Priorities. January 2001 1. ltitn:./\v\v\v.ebDn.orecm.s- Vla~vie\V t.Vid~K70 tacces.scd 
July 13. 20121. 

T-I.S. DeiMrtinenl of Agricullure. Supplemental Niiirillon Assisiiuiee I’raeniin: Stale Options Report 
I.Mexandria. VA; U.S. Depaninent of Agricullure. NovemlxT2ni0). 

htlp.//vvwvv.fns.usdo.gov/siuiptrules Memo'SuppontStale_Oplions/9-Siaie C>plion5,pdf( accessed July 12. 2012). 

"'Gene Falk and Randy A. Aussenberg, The .Supplemental Nutrition AsxislaiKe Program: Categorical 
£7ig/A///rv(W'a.shinglon. DC: Congre.ssiunal Research Service. March 2012). 
http:; Vvvvvv .iialionalaeljnscenlei.oru :issel.S'crs 'R42054.ndr (accessed July 1 3, 20 1 2 ). 
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required lo be re-verilled every six months. The 2(H)2 Farm Hill gave slates the option of 
using simplified reporting for all SNAP households, not just those with earnings. As of 
November 2010 (the latest data available), forty-seven stales and D.C. used simplified 
reporting.” 

What impact do these rules have on enrollment and program costs? Maria Hanratty of the 
University of Minnesota found that relaxing of certification requirements in the food 
stamp program — that is, extending certification periods lo six months and requiring food 
stamp recipients to report a change in income during the certification period only if it 
results in their income exceeding 130 percent of poverty — -led lo a 9.2 percent increase in 
food stamp participation between 2001 and 2003 (using the 2001 panel of the SIPP).” 

Ignoring the income of others in the household. .A SNAP household is defined as "a 
group of individuals who live togetlier and customarily purchase food and prepare meals 
together for home consumption.”" Some states, however, implement the statute in a way 
that allows for broader eligibility. In Massachusetts, for example, SNAP applicants self- 
report tlieir household composition and state agency verification of household 
composition is only required if there is something “questionable” about the reported 
household composition. In addition, Massachusetts does not require that the households 
store food separately from others who live in the house or that they use separate cooking 
facilities.” 

Counting less Income and allowing more deductions in calculating income. To be 
eligible for SNAP, recipients must have gross income below 1 30 percent of the poverty 
line and net income below 100 percent of the poverty line. The gross income 
requirements are waived for recipients who are categorically eligible for SNAP benefits. 
Net income is calculated by taking gross income and subtracting a number of deductions: 
a standard deduction (for "basic unavoidable costs"), a 20 percent earnings deduction, a 
dependent care deduction, a child support deduction for recipients paying child support, a 


"U.S. Dcpanmeni of Agriculture, Siipplemeniiil f/iilrilion Asslsnok f I’Mgmm. Slate Opiioiv. Kepari 
(.Alcxatulriii. VA: I'.S. Depantnem of Agriculture. Novcmbor20l0). 

http;/''»wyv.fni,.uidu.gov/5nap'rulcsAtcmo/Suppon/Stoic OpiioniAt-.Smic Options.pdf(occc!.5cd July 12, 2012). 

"'Maria llanrally. "Itasthc FoikI State Program Bcctrmc More Accessible? Impacts of Recent Changes in 
Reporting Requirements and Asset Hligibility I.imits.” Joiirnul of Policy .laatym and Managemcnl vol. 25. no. 3 
(2006): 603-621. hup: '/wwyvJ.inlerscience.wilcy.cam'cgi-bin/fulllexOi 1265 1 064/PDrSTARr (accessed November 
14. 2008). 


'^Footl Stamp Act ol 1977. as amended tlirough Public Law 108 269, lOKth Cong., 2d sess. (July 2. 2004), 
sec. 3(iMI )ltt), htlp:^/agriculturc,scn3tc.gnv/Lcgis(ationrCumpilatiuns/fNS,')'SA77.pdl'(acccsscd July 16. 2012). 

'‘Patricia Baker. tJehorah Harris, Laura Cialluni. Ruchclic Hahn, and I lelenc Vcvvbetg. .trr Advocoie 's 
Guide to the .SilAP'Food SlampvSiipplemeimil S'lariiian Assistance Program In Massaelniseils (Boston. 
Massachusetts taiw Reform Institute. January 2012). 

htlp:'Avww.masslegalhelp.org/incomc-benelil.s(fooJ-stamps-advocacy-guide/ (uccc.sscd July 15. 2012). 
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shelter deduction, and a medical expenses deduction for the elderly or disabled. The 2003 
and 2008 Farm Bills (ofllcinlly the "Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008”) 
increased the amount of the standard deduction, removed the cap of the dependent care 
deduction, and allowed slates to not require recipients to report changes in their 
deductions until their next recertification.'' In 2010, the USDA reported that SNAP 
recipients with earned income had an average monthly gross income of S 1 , 1 74, but net 
incomes of only S544, a difference of $630 dollars."’ This has the elTect of increasing the 
number of eligible households and incentivizing eligible non-recipient households to 
enroll to take advantage of higher benefits. 

• Increasing the amount of benefits. The 2008 Farm Bill increased the minimum monthly 

SNAP benefits from $10 a month to "8 percent of the thrifty food plan for a household of 
one" for one- and two-person households (about $16 a month in 2012).’’ The 2009 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (.ARR.A) increased the maximum benefit 
amount for each size of SNAP households by another 13.6 percent.'" These increases 
may have contributed to the increase in the take-up rate of SNAP benefits because they 
increased the amount of SNAP benefits for eligible households with earnings for whom 
the initial benefit otherwise would have represented a negligible increase in their income. 
According to researchers at the USDA, "The percentage of eligible individuals choosing 
to participate in SNAP also rose from 54.1 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 72.2 percent in 
fiscal year 2009.’”'' 


”ll.S. Department iif Agriculture. Fttod andNupitinn Service, *'2002 Farm Bill: Seciion-hy'Soclioii 
Summarv of Provisions AiTecting Food Stamp Pntvtsions.' 

htlp;/Avwtv.fits.usda.gov/cga''2n02_fanii_hilFfood_stanips.himl (accessed July 1 3, 2012); and Dutlie Rosenhaum. 
Food Slump Provixions of llw Final 20a.s Form Bf//(\Vusliingion. IX'; Center ttn Budget and Pttlicy Priorities. July 
2008), lttin;<Av'\v».cbot).ore/v'm.s'iitdex.crnt'.'fa~vietv&id' .310 (accessed July 1 3. 20 1 2 1, 

'"Ftso H.slami. Kai Filiun. and Mark Stray cr. Chanictcri.slicx pl'Siifiptemcnial Mitrilion .ixsistance Program 
HonsehnUts: Fiscal Year 2010 1 Alexandria. VA: IJ.S. iJepartmenI of Agricullurc. September 2011). 
htlp://vvww.fns.usda.gov:ortumcnu/publi5hed/snop44l.t;S'Participalion'2010Cltaracierislics.pdflaccesscd July 13, 
2012 ), 


"Dotlie Rosenbaum. Food Stamp Provisiom o/Ihe Final 211011 Farm flrV/ (Washington. DC: Center tnt 
Budget and Policy Priorities. July 2008). liun:.7\vvv\v.cbnn.ore/cins''ittdcx.ctnt'.'fa - view Arid -310 (acccsscvJ July 13. 
2012): and Commuitily Resources Infutmuiion. “SN.AP Food Stamps: What Bencths Will I Gel'.’*' 
http:/. tvvv w .rnici.srcsources.orc siiatybenclits JtttttI (accessed July 1 3. 2012). 

"Mark Nordand Mark Pivll. Fcml Security Improved Fallon ing the 2009 ARRA Increase in SNAP Benefits 
(.Alexandria. VA; C.S. Deitartment of Agriculture. .April 2011). hiinti'vvvvvv.ers.u.sda.eov itiedla'127U13 crrl Ib.odf 
(accessed July 13.20121. 

’I'.sa F.s)anii. Kai Filiun. and Mark Siray er. Characteristics a/Siifiptcmenlal Nutrition Assistance Program 
Households. Fiscal Kerir 20/0 (Alexandria. VA: G.S. Depnrlntent of Agricullurc. Scplember 20) I). 21. 
http:.'Avvvxv .fns.usda.go\vuni0tienu/publislied'snap/FILf-S/Parlicipation;20 1 0CharactcTislics.pdf( accessed July 13. 
2012). 
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Five months of transitional benefits regardless of income. I'ANF recipients who arc 
leaving welfare for work are eligible to receive “transitional SNAP benefits” even if the> 
no longer meet the income requirements. The amount of their benefits is based on the 
amount they received (or would have received) in their final month ol TANI', adjusted 
for the loss in TANF income.*’ The 2002 Farm Bill e.xtendcd the number of months of 
transitional SNAP benefits from three to five. 

Categorical eligibility to incomes of 200 percent of poverty. Categorical eligibility for 
SNAP was first introduced in the Food Security Act of 1085. Recipients of the old AFDC 
program, SSI, and .stale general assistance programs svere made eligible to receive food 
stamps simply by virtue of their being recipients of these other government programs. 
When TANF replaced AFDC as the cash welfare program of the l.'nilcd States in 19%, 
TANF recipients were also given categorical eligibility. However, because TANF money 
could be used for more than Just cash assistance, it was unclear who constituted a "TANF 
recipient.” 

Eligibility for noncitizens. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 made nonciliitens ineligible to receive SNAP 
benefits. The 2002 Funn Bill restored eligibility to legal noncitizens who ( I ) have been in 
the linited States for five years, (2) are under age eighteen, or (3 ) receive disability 
benefits.^' 

In 2000, the USDA issued regulations regarding TANF categorical eligibility for SNAP 
that allow states the option of conferring categorical eligibility for SNAP on a TANF 
family if at least one member of the family receives or is authorized to receive T'ANF- 
funded cash assistance or “nonassistance"^' As of January 201 2. five states restricted 
categorical eligibility to the receipt of cash assistance and five stales restrict categorical 
eligibility to the receipt of cash assistance or specified nonassisiance such as child care; 
the remaining forty states and D.C. confer categorical eligibility through the receipt of 
cither cash assistance or any nonassisiance provided using TANF funds, including such 
minimal elements as pamphlets describing benefit programs. 

The SNAP regulations also impose a cap of 200 percent of poverty on income eligibility 
for SNAP categorical eligibility established by the receipt of TANF nonassistance under 


■TI.S. Itouse of Rcprcseniaiivcs. rommiltce on Ways and Means. Backgroioid Material aitd Data an the 
Prtygrams within the Jurisdiction of the L'lwmiittee an JVdv.s and Means ( Washington. tX.’: U.S. House of 
Representatives. 2tK)8), huo-.^ demueraLv. wav sandmeans.ltou-se.eov, media nOr tlil tood. pdf taecessed July 13. 2tH3) 

”11. S, Dcpannient of Agriculture. Siipptemenial Nutrition Asshtottet I’rognmi Uuithiu e an Non-Ctilsen 
f/tg;fti/(7>' l.Mexandrta. VA: U.S. Ueportment of .\griculturo. June 2tll 1 1 . 

http://www.fns. tisda.gov/snap'gotcmmenl/pdf/Non.<.'ili«n liuldoncc_tl63t)l l.pdf (accessed July 13. 2012). 

”1 ANF nonassisiance can inclutle non-recurrent, lump sum bencOls. child care, transportation and work 
subsidies, stale earned income tax credits, and counseling. 
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purposes three and fourof l ANF (lo prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock 
pregnancies and lo encourage the fontiation and maintenance of two-parent families). 
The SNAP regulations do not impose an income eligibility cap for TANF purposes one 
and tw o (provide assistance lo needy families and reduce ihe dependence of needy 
families by promoting job preparation, work and marriage), but all stales that confer 
TANF through nonassislance have instituted one. As of January 2012, thirteen of these 
stales had set their gross income caps lo 130 percent of poverty'; the remaining twenty- 
seven stales and D.C. have gross income caps higher than 130 percent but no more than 
200 percent of poverty 

The foregoing conclusions are widely shared by careful observers of the program. A 
USDA report comes to a similar conclusion: 

file increase in SNAP participants since 2001 coincided with expansions in SNAP 
eligibility, such as the relaxation of vehicle rules, the restoration of eligibility for many 
legal noncitizens, and the expansions in categorical eligibility as well as outreach efforts 
promoted by FNS. From 2001 to 2003, the increase also coincided with a ri.se in the 
unemployment rate and a weakening economy (Table 2. 1 ). From 2004 lo 2006, even 
though Ihe economy improved, participation continued lo grow as eligibility expanded. 

In particular, on October 1, 2003, all legal immigrant children became eligible for SN.AP 
In addition, Stales continued to relax vehicle rules and expand categorical eligibility. 
From 2007 to 2010. participation continued to grow' as the economy weakened and Ihe 
unemployment rale began lo rise again. The number of SNAP participants continued lo 
ri.se during fiscal year 201 1, reaching 43.2 million in June 201 1. 

At the same lime, two other factors that likely contributed lo the sizeable rise in 
participation were the increase in maximum benefit allotments under .ARRA in April 
200*) and Ihe increase in the number of Stales adopting BBCE (broad-ba.sed categorical 
eligibility! polieics. The percentage of eligible individuals choosing to participate in 
SNAP also rose from 54.1 percent in fiscal year 2002 to 72.2 percent in fiscal year 2009. 
Total SNAP costs increased from $53.6 billion in fiscal year 2009 lo $68.3 billion in 
fiscal year 2010, largely as a re.sult of Ihe increase in SNAP participants and the annual 
increase in maximum allotments, which were driven by the increase in Ihe TFP.^'* 


•'Gene I'alk and Randy A. Aussentwig. The Supplemenial Niiirilion Msiisiaikr Program Oilegorkal 
f/(g(Wft/.v( Washington. DC: Congressional Research Senice. March -012). 
him:. Asw'w.rian,.inakiu]im ccnicr.ore as>ci:.'crs 1142115 j.pJI taccessed July I.t20l2). 

'Ttsa tislami. Kai Filion. and Murlt Slraycr. Characteri.slivx o/ Supplemental SuiriUon Axsintanee Program 
Hnuseholds. Fiscal Kenr 20/0 (Alexandria. VA: U.S. licpartnienl of Agricullun:. Scplember2l)l I). 10 1 1. 
hltp://www.rns.usda.goV'ora/nienu'publi.shc(F'snap/FltFS>'Parricipuliorv'201UCharncteri.siics. pdf (accessed July t.F. 
2012). 
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wic 


The experience under WIC’ of loosening the application ofcligibility rules is similar. 
According to calculations by Douglas Call and me, modifications in the WIC program 
substantially increased the estimated number of WIC eligiblcs. Across all categories of WIC 
eligibles, the percent of the relevant ll.S. population estimated to be eligible tor WIC in 2003 
rose from about 33 percent to about 54 percent. The proportion ofeligible infants rose from 
about 40 percent to about 63 percent; for children, it increased from about 31 percent to about 53 
percent; and for pregnant and postpartum women, it increased from about 34 percent to about 49 
percent.*’ 

• Ignoring the income of others in the household. To determine income eligibility, WIC 
agencies are supposed to count the income of the entire household — if it is shared. Many 
agencies do not do so, however, and instead count the income of only the nuclettr family, 
leaving out other sources of household income — for example, from grandparents, 
siblings, and boyfriends. The failure to count all of the household’s income can. by itself, 
expand eligibility over the base of those with annual incomes below' 1 85 percent of 
poverty by about 20 percent.” 

• Choosing the time period with the lowest income. Because incomes can rise and fall 
throughout the year. WIC agencies are allowed to choose among annual, monthly, or 
weekly income. USDA regulations allow (but do not mandate) states to require that 
agencies select the period that “more accurately reflects the family 's .status.”*’ (The one 
exception, and it is substantial, is lower current income caused by unemployment.)** 

Most WIC agencies, however, simply seem to use the lowest income, whichever it is. in 
order to maximize eligibility. This failure to use the most appropriate income period can. 


•’’In a earlier estimate based on .similar but not identical adjustments, Bitler. Currie, and Schol/ estimate 
that, in I W8, approximately 58 percent of inliinls, 54 percent of pregnant and postpartum women, and 57 percent ol 
children (ages one to live) were eligible fur W'lC in a given month. Marianne P. Bitler. Janet Currie, and John Karl 
Scholz, "WIC Eligibility and Participation." Journal of Human Resources 38. no.4 ( September 2003 ): 1 1 3d- 1 1 79, 
http;<Aveb.ebscohost.com^ehost/pdr,’vid”3&hid^&5id*dd4ela93-e(>bb-tlbb-bd9d-o46075l5adl8'Vi)40sc5Sionmgrl<l 
3 (accessed October 13. 2008), 

’This is an independent cITeet. and could be smaller when present in combination with the other practices 
discussed in this paper. 

"ll.S. Dcpailmenl of Agriculture, l-ood and Sulriiion Sets ice. “WIC Program Regulations." Code ol 
Federal Regulations, title 7. see. 246.7(dK2Mi). (2007): 331. 

htip:/rwsv\v.lhs.usda.govAvic.'lawsandrcgulations'WICRegu)alions-7CFR246.pdf(acces.sed July 15. 2007 ►. 

•’’Sec Ll.S. Department of Agriculture, food and Nutrition Service. “WIC Program Regulations." tWe of 
Feileral RegulolioiU!. title 7. see. 240.7(dH2)(l). (20081: 354. 

hilp;//wwvv.rns,usda.gov/wic/lawsandregulai(ons WICRegulalions-7CFR245.pdf (aceessex) July 10. 2008). staling: 

"I lowever. persons from families w ilh tuiuh members who are unemploy ed shall be eligible based on income during 
the period of unemployment if the loss of income causes the current rate of income to be less than the State or local 
agency's income guidelines tor Program eligibility." 
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by ilself, expand eligibilily over (he base of those with annual incomes below 1 85 percenl 
of poverty by about 20 percent.^ 

Verifying income eligibility only once a yeur. Once found income-eligible, successful 
applicants do not have their income eligibility recertified for six months or more (up to 
one year for infants) — even if incomes rise during that “certification period” which 
would make them otherwise ineligible. WIC's six- and twelve-month certification 
periods can, by themselves, expand eligibility over the base of those with annual incomes 
below 1 85 percent of poverty by as much as 30 percent.’'' 

Categorical eligibility for incomes up to 300 percent of poverty or higher. As with 
SN.\P, eligibility for W'lC is also established categorically; that is, it is automatically 
granted to members of families W'ho are receiving" SNAP. Medicaid, or TANF (if they 
can “provide documentation of receipt of assistance”).” When this provision was added 
to the law, income eligibility for these programs was set below 1 85 percenl of poverty. 
Hence, the original purpose of categorical eligibility was not to expand eligibility, but 
simply to facilitate the enrollment process. However, recent expansions of Medicaid and 
SCHlP-funded Medicaid expansions have begun to raise income limits for those 
programs to as high as 300 percent of poverty, making categorical eligibility a potential 
source of substantially greater WIC eligibility. Under current Medicaid eligibility rules, 
categorical eligibility cun, by itself, expand eligibility over the base of those with annual 
incomes below 185 percenl of poverty by as much as 35 percent. And, barring legislative 
change, there is no limit to how much WIC eligibilily can expand— via further 
expansions of Medicaid and SCHIP. 


^his is an mdependern cITecl, and cimld he smaller when present in enmbinaiion with the ulher prueliecs 
discussed in this paper. 

"This is an indcjiendenl cffcei. and could be smaller when present in comhinaiion with tire other practices 
discussed in this paper. 

’'Although the statute use's the word "receiving," WIG regulations do nivl require applicants to actually he 
receiving assistance, as long as they have been "ccrtilied eligible to receive assistance” under the programs. tt.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. “WIC I’rograni Regulations.” Code oj Federal Regidaiions. 
title 7, .sec. 246.7 (2IK)7). hllpV/ww'w.fns.usda gov/vvic'lawsnndrcgolirtions'\MCRegululit)ns-7CFR246.pdl (accesscd 
June 25. 20(171. I'he cenification is made by the Food .Stamp. TANF. or Medicaid programs, not WIC. Zedf 
Ncuberger. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, e-mail message to author. June 2d. 2007. Presumably, the 
dilTcrance is de minimus, and mewl researchers estimate categorical eligibility on the basis of being "enrolled in" or 
being "panicipantti" in the Food stamp. Medicaid, or FANF programs. Sec Michele Ver Ploeg and David Betson. 
eds.. Estimutin^ Eligibility omi Participolionjdr the il7C Program: Eittai Re/wr/ (Washington. DC: National 
Academies Press. 2003). 50; Marianne Biller and Janet Currie. "Medicaid at Binli. WIC Fakc-l'p. and Children's 
Outcomes" (discussion p 0 |K'r. Institute for Research on Poverty . I'niversity of Wisconsin-Modison. Modison. Wl. 
August 2004). 2. http;//www.irp.wisc.edu'publicalion.s/dps/pdrs/dp)28604.pdl' (accessed June 25. 2007). 

^Cbiid Nutrition of P/66, as amended through Public l.aw Hit) -85. 109’" Cong., tsl sess. (October4. 
2005). sec. 17(d). http:)(ugricullure.senate.govT.egislalionit'ompilations'‘FNS'CNA66.pdF(acee.ssed June 25. 2007), 
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' Nutritional risk assumed. In addition to being income-eligible or categorically eligible, 
WIC applicants are supposed to be at “nutritional risk.” It appears, however, that this 
provision has little practical impact on eligibility determinations. In a widely noted 
practice. WIC agencies find almost all applicants to be at nutritional risk. ” In 2005, the 
Food and Nutrition Services issued WIC Policy Memorandum 98-9, Revision 8 which 
reduced the number ol'dietary risk criteria from nineteen to five and provided definitions 
for each of the five criteria. Most importantly, in accordance with the recommendation 
from the lOM's 2002 report, FNS included “presumed dietary risk" as a part of the 
criterion “Failure to Meet Dietary Guidetines for Americans." This criterion indicates 
that "women and children two years of age and older who meet the eligibility 
rcquirement.s of income, categorical, and residency status may be presumed to be at 
nutritional risk.”* ' This criterion was adopted in accordance with the findings of the lOM 
that "nearly all U.S. women and children usually consume fewer than the recommended 
number of servings specified by the Food Guide Pyramid and, therefore, would be at 
dietary risk based on the criterion /d/Vure to meet Dietary Guidelines."^^ The failure to 
assess actual mitritional risk can, by itself, expand eligibility by as much as 25 percent.’'' 

Remedies 

As I mentioned above, many see these expansions as long overdue increases in aid to 
low-income Americans, but I do not think that is the point. Taken separately, it was difficult to 
predict how large an impact they would have on enrollment and spending-or on the horizontal 
inequity and work disincentives Uiat often result. Senior policy makers should have more control 
over such significant benefit allocation decisions. 

The use of modern technology could enable us to do better. First, a fully automated 
system of income reporting and eligibility calculation would reduce (although not eliminate) the 
discretion that “street-level bureaucrats” have to stretch the rules. Second such automated 
systems contain the program modeling tools that would have enabled us to predict the individual 


“Institute of Medicine. Dietary Rhk As.Kssmrni In ilw WtC Program ( Washington. IX': Naiioniil 
Academics Press, 2002). 133, staling: "Ptesurac that all women and children ages 2 to 5 years who meet the 
eligibility requirements of income, categorical, and rosidencs status also meet the requirement of nutrition risk 
through the category of dietary risk bttsed on failure tv meel Dieiary Guidellne.'i, where, /iti/Kre to meet Dietary 
Guidelines is defined as consuming fewer than the recommended number of servings ironi one or more of the five 
basic food groups (groins, fruits, vegetable's, milk products, and meat or beans) bused on on individual’s estimated 
energy needs." 

“11. S. l3cpaTtnient of Agriculture, l-ood and Nutrition Service. "WtC Policy Memorandum 98-9. Revisittn 
8: 401 Failure to Meel Dietary tiuidelhte for Americans" (.\lexandria. VA; USDA. Match 2005). I 

”11. S. Uepatunc-m of Agriculture. I ood and Nutrition Service. "W IC' Policy Memorandum 98-9. Rev Lsion 
8: 401 Failure to Meet Dietary tiuideline for Americans" (Alexandria. VA; I’SD.V. March 2005). 2. 

^T^his is an iiidcpendem effect, and could be stnaller when presettt in combination with the other proctices 
discussed in this pajver. 
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and collective impact of the various legislative and administrative changes that so expanded 
enrollment on programs like SNAP, WIC, and SSDI/SSI. 

I mentioned in opening that I lead a project on cross-national studies of social policy 
issues. In that project, we have been following development of the UK’s “Universal Credit.” It 
illustrates the promise of harnessing technology to eligibility and award-setting determinations. 

The creation of tlie Universal Credit takes advantage of a simplified payroll reporting 
system that the UK will implement nationwide in 2013. UK employers are required to withhold 
employees' income taxes and National Insurance taxes and submit those taxes to the national 
government each montli. At the end of the year. Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRCl 
calculates the amount of tax owed versus the amount of tax paid for each individual and then 
cither issues a tax bill or refund. (This end-of-year process is called “reconciliation.’’)" 

The I IMRC is currently piloting a new payroll system called the Real-Time Information 
(RTI) system that links with employer payroll software to automatically transfer employee 
payroll information and taxes each pay period (either bi-weekly or monthly). In 2013, all 
employers will be required to report via the RTI. The Department of Work and Pensions will link 
the payroll information from the RTT to the Universal Credit system to automatically calculate 
the amount of claimants' UC benefits when employers automatically submit monthly earnings. 
(Claimants are also required to report any additional income.)” 

The model, of course, is not directly transplantable to the much larger and diverse U.S. 
economy, but the possibilities opened by this kind oftechnology are tantalizing. 

A not-so-secondary benefit of the “Universal Credit” is that it will combine tax credits, 
social assistance (including benefits for the low-income unemployed), disability benefits, and 
housing credits into a single benefit. This will create a single phase-out rate for benefits, reduce 
the high marginal tax rate for low-income workers, and eliminate the duplication and complexity 
of previously existing benefit programs. The government estimates that combining these 
programs will create a marginal tax rate of 65 percent.” lower and more straightforward than the 
current system. First payments under the Universal Credit program will begin in 2013. 

The U.S. has a similar problem with high marginal tax rates under many means-tested 


■’Chanered Institute of I axation. -PAYF Reconciliation: Qucsiiuns and tVaswers.” 
huo:'n\\vo.tax.ora.iit:'inediu centre hlou' ] cchnicut. P.AV faccessed JuIn 16.2012). 

’’Department lor Work and Pensions. Unhiersal Cndii: (l'e(rotr iliai ll'vrki (I.ondon: Department for Work 
nnd Pensions. 2010), Inin: .wwu.dnn eu\.uk.doevunivervil-eredit-riil|.doeuinent.Ddf (accessed Jul) 15. 2012). 

’■Department for W’ork and Pensions. Vniwrxtil Credit: Welfare Thai Wnrks (I .ondon: Deportment for 
Work and Pensions. 2010). hitn:/ uww.dnp.eov.uk/docsainivcnrol-crcdil-ftill-docunicnl.ndl (accessed May 20. 

201 1) and Department for Wmk and Pen.sions. 2/“ Centuiy Wel/dre (London: Department for Work and Pensions. 
2010), Itltn: ' o nw .tin n.etn .iik dts:.s 2 1 st-eentttrs-nelliire.ndf (accessed July 5. 2011). 
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govemnienl benelns (especially as they interact) — which create substantial disincentives for 
low-income Americans to work. SSI recipients, for example, have their first $65 in earnings 
disregarded but then lose 50 cents in benefits for each additional dollar earned until their 
earnings exceed the maximum allowed amount. 

Considering all the programs for which a family could be eligible (TANI-, SNAP, the 
EITC, Ul, child care, housing benefits, and health benefits), .Adam Carasso and Eugene Steuerle 
of the Urban Institute estimate that, in 2005, the average marginal tax rate for households 
making between $10,000 and $40,000 was about 89 percent."' That is an admittedly extreme 
case, but consider the much more likely possibility; according to other Urban Institute 
researchers, if a mother working twenty hours a week increased her hours to tliirty-five hours a 
week (to an annual income of around $1 3,000), her income would increase by only 20 percent 
because of corresponding declines in government benefits.^' 

As the llK’s new Universal Credit program illustrates, modern technology holds the key 
to untangling and rationalizing marginal tax rates — so that they arc less of an obstacle to 
encouraging recipients to work. 

Before closing, I want to congratulate this subcommittee for its bipartisan achievements 
in the area of data standardization. Witliout the progress that has already been made — and I 
hope, will be made- -modem technology cannot ea.sily achieve its promise to streamline systems. 
The process of data standardization begun by this subcommittee will greatly facilitate the 
implementation of automated cross-program eligibility and payment systems. The coming years. 

I am sure, will see the fruit of this fundamental work. 

Tliank you. 


*'.Sd3in (.'amsso and f ugene Steuerle, TVre //e/n- Penally on Marrlnae rocinn Many HonseholJe with 
t'/K/i/reii ( W ashingion. Ut': t 'rbaii litstiluic. 3tH)5). 

hltp;/'rutureolehildrcn.org fulureofchildren'public«lions’di)CS/l5 02 IIV.pdl (iicccs.scd June 18, 21112). 

"Gregory Acs, Norma Coe. Keith Wutsrm. and Rolren I. Lcnnan. Poes H'ork Pay? An Antilysis 0 / flic tlWJ 
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Chairman DAVIS. The trend in some means-tested programs like 
food stamps has been to waive complex eligibility rules, especially 
asset tests, in order to speed eligibility determination and expand 
benefit receipt. In the manufacturing world that I grew up in, in 
business, we call that expediting, where you step aside from estab- 
lished processes and rules, and in the long run you can actually 
create more cost. And thus, the more you process, the higher your 
cost per item until it completely flips the cost structure upside 
down on what we call customer service or the equivalent of a bank- 
ing transaction. 

States, especially when spending Federal, not State, dollars, 
seem less interested in making the administrative effort needed to 
effectively verify income and asset levels, thus suggesting they 
need a stake in this game as well. But as a result, today one in 
seven Americans is eligible for food stamps at a cost of over $70 
billion in 2011, three times what it was in 2002 when the asset test 
was more consistently applied. 

Listening to all of your testimony today, it appears technology so- 
lutions exist to overcome these administrative barriers, or islands 
of excellence in various parts of government and out in the State, 
but not connected in an integrated manner yet. For asset 
verification under AFI, banks are responding in an average of 7 
days, with more than a quarter reporting back in 24 hours, which 
is a big step forward. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom is moving 
to a system with real-time wage data. 

Mr. Soczynski or Mr. Besharov, are any of the issues and solu- 
tions we have talked about today unique to the SSI program versus 
other programs? Go ahead, Mr. Soczynski. 

Mr. SOCZYNSKI. No, actually they are not. And I think that is 
the applicability of the Medicaid solution in similar environments. 
The connection between the government agency and the financial 
institutions to share that account balance information is applicable 
and transferable to other such programs. 

Chairman DAVIS. Mr. Besharov. 

Mr. BESHAROV. I think that is right. I a^ee. The one thing I 
would add to that is something that you mentioned, Mr. Davis, and 
that is the fact that States share in the cost of eligibility and ad- 
ministration, but not in the cost of the actual program. That is a 
formula to encourage cutting back on eligibility determination. Not 
only does the State save money that way, but easier eligibility 
brings more money into the State. 

One thing I would like to also mention, since these rules are dif- 
ferent across programs, TANF to food stamps to disability, and 
other programs as well, (housing), you incentivize States to game 
the system. Many people wonder why the TANF program hasn’t 
grown in this time of economic difficulty. There are many reasons; 
who is affected, unemployment rates, and so forth. But I think one 
very big reason is States pay all of TANF costs. They pay none of 
food stamps cost. And so why should we be surprised if the food 
stamp caseload has gone up and the TANF caseload has not? And 
the same for the disability caseload. So these incentives that are 
built into the system create distortions that we should all be un- 
comfortable with. 
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Chairman DAVIS. Ms. Colvin and/or Mr. O’Carroll, in your inter- 
actions with other agencies, do you see the same types of issues? 
In fact, have any other agencies approached you, or have you 
shared your experience with others in terms of trying to streamline 
the integration of processes? 

Ms. COLVIN. I have found that there is a very strong interest 
among other agencies. Let me speak first to the State level, though, 
because I came out of the State. I administered all of the means- 
tested programs at the State level. 

The States are very interested in innovation and creativity. They 
are interested in automation. For them it has been a big resource 
issue. Unlike at the Federal level, where you have one agency ad- 
ministering the program, many of these programs are administered 
at the local level in addition to the State. 

But at the Federal level, we have a Benefits Processing Work 
Group. We have presented AFI to them. They are very interested. 
I think the standardization of data that you are proposing will be 
helpful. 

But we have been working with most of the benefit-paying agen- 
cies like VA and CMS and the Office of Child Support Enforce- 
ment. And there is a very strong interest, and we are continuing 
to work with them in that regard. 

Chairman DAVIS. Mr. O’Carroll. 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I agree that working with the 
other departments and other agencies on this is very important, 
and woven into this are the matching agreements between all the 
agencies. 

We can’t compare data with other agencies that are doing the 
same type of work that we are doing, trying to identify income and 
wages and other information. We can’t do that without a matching 
agreement. It takes years, and usually by the time we get the 
agreement, the issue is over. So anything you can do to help us in 
terms of getting access to data without computer-matching agree- 
ments between Federal agencies to identify improper payments will 
be very helpful. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Doggett, you are recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of 
our witnesses. 

Commissioner, let me ask you, I referenced in my opening state- 
ment this proposal that has been approved in an Appropriations 
Subcommittee to cut the billion dollars from what the President 
proposed for the Social Security Administration. What is the im- 
pact of that on your efforts to reduce waste, fraud and abuse, and 
on all of your program integrity activities? 

Ms. COLVIN. Let me just summarize what the impact is going 
to be for us. There is going to be a severe impact within the agency. 
I don’t have the specifics under the proposal, but it should be recog- 
nized that we had significant cuts in 2011 and 2012. As you know, 
we have had to close offices and reduce office hours. We have had 
a hiring freeze on. We have lost about 7,000 employees over the 2 
years, and we are making other draconian cuts. We would have 
similar experiences under this bill. 
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There is also going to be a significant reduction in our program 
integrity dollars. We have indicated that we already see a return 
of $9 for every $1 with our continuing disability reviews, and $6 
saved for every $1 spent with our redeterminations. The bill signifi- 
cantly reduces the amount of funding that would be available for 
that work, reducing it from $756 million in fiscal year 2012 to $272 
million in 2013. So that is going to be a significant reduction in our 
ability to do program integrity work. 

But more importantly, the service to the public is going to take 
longer. It is not going to be the quality that we have been able to 
provide in the past. I don’t have at this time specifics relative to 
this proposal, but you can conclude that the impacts will be very 
similar, if not even worse. 

Mr. DOGGETT. We had the Social Security Commissioner him- 
self at the Social Security Subcommittee the other day talking 
about the impact this would have on disability determinations; for 
example, where we have big backlogs and delays already that the 
Social Security Administration had been working to try to reduce, 
that now, without adequate resources, there will not be the quality 
of service. 

You actually have already, as you mentioned, had to close some 
offices. And we can foresee more of that type of thing if you don’t 
have the money to deliver the service. And this is coming from 
some of the same type of people that are always talking about 
waste, fraud and abuse, and yet the resources needed to ensure we 
don’t have waste, fraud and abuse are being denied to the Adminis- 
tration, which I think is a very significant shortcoming. 

Thank you for your testimony. 

Ms. Ford, I would like to ask you about another program that I 
mentioned in my opening statement, and that is the Work Incen- 
tives Planning and Assistance program that is about to expire. 
Would you review the type of assistance it provides and comment 
on if it is not renewed, what the effect will be on those who rely 
on it. 

Ms. FORD. Yes, thank you. 

The grants from the WIPA, or Work Incentives Planning and As- 
sistance, go to local nonprofit and other agencies to support out- 
reach, education, and benefits-planning services for people who are 
using SSI or the disability benefits under Title II about work incen- 
tives and supports for finding, maintaining, and advancing in em- 
ployment. So this is all aimed at assisting people in getting work, 
staying at work, or even increasing their work effort or advancing 
in their employment. 

Beneficiaries are informed about what will happen with their 
employment and what kind of medical coverage they can get. It ad- 
dresses the concerns that beneficiaries have, their fears about 
whether they will lose the protections that they have in terms of 
medical coverage. It is basics benefits counseling: what will happen 
if you work; what will happen if you attempt work, are not able to 
continue, and have to come back into the program; or if you are 
able to be successful and continue on into the work world. It was 
designed to provide that one-on-one assistance to people who want 
to try to leave the rolls. 



84 


Mr. DOGGETT. Those are individuals that may not always he 
the first choice of an employer to take a job, and individuals that 
may be taking their first job or have had difficulty getting a job 
who really need that assistance. It is good for the employer and the 
individual employee. 

Ms. FORD. Correct, yes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much. 

Ms. FORD. I agree. 

Chairman DAVIS. I thank the gentleman. 

The chair now recognizes Mr. Paulsen form Minnesota for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me ask Mr. O’Carroll a question, because in your testimony 
you mentioned that SSA should conduct certain redeterminations 
and limited issue reviews when it discovers changes in cir- 
cumstances that might affect an SSI recipient’s eligibility or benefit 
amount. 

Are there any other ways that SSA can help determine if an SSI 
beneficiary has additional income or resources besides the bene- 
ficiary just simply telling SSA this information and then SSA trust- 
ing that self-reported information? 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Mr. Paulsen, a very good point. Since it is self- 
reported, a lot of times SSA isn’t finding out about it, and needs 
to use other forms of data matches and indicators. 

Some of the things that we have been looking at or we rec- 
ommend that SSA be doing is, one, taking a look at its own 
records; taking a look at the master earnings file, comparing that 
against recipients to see if they are showing any income and taking 
a look at the earnings suspense file to see if there are any earnings 
that are being reported there. 

But then the other major thing SSA could be doing is dealing 
with the IRS, getting 1099 information from IRS, which would 
show that people are getting access to pensions, other forms of 
wages, gambling income, that type of information. So that is very 
important. And then also matching data with the States. 

So it keeps coming back to all the government agencies need to 
be talking to each other and comparing this type of information. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Good. 

And then the Unemployment Insurance program is also a pro- 
gram that is under this Subcommittee’s jurisdiction. It has a 12 
percent error rate, with more than $13 billion in improper pay- 
ments that went out last year. So in that program the largest 
source of error involves individuals going back to work without 
then reporting that they are going back to work, and then con- 
tinuing to actually receive benefits. That is a situation that is a lit- 
tle bit similar to the SSI overpayment discussion. 

Mr. Soczynski, is there any potential in your system to help iden- 
tify wages? 

Mr. SOCZYNSKI. Not specifically in our system. The information 
that is provided by the banking industry is account balance infor- 
mation. However, Accuity and one of our partners. Early Warning, 
is involved in a research project with the Department of Labor at 
this point attempting to find easier ways to find out if someone has 
gone back to work while still claiming unemployment benefits fast- 
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er than is reported through the current data-generation system 
now. 

That pilot should he kicking off shortly. It will involve three 
States participating in that: Maryland, Illinois, and Missouri. And 
we expect that by the end of the year, we will have some informa- 
tion on whether or not — not necessarily through our AFI program, 
but through an identification of other databases — if we can identify 
people back to work sooner than they are going in to claim that 
they are no longer needing unemployment benefits. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Besharov, maybe you can answer. Are there 
other programs that you see that need timely and accurate wage 
information? Do you have any other thoughts? How should they get 
it in the future? 

Mr. BESHAROV. Well, I think, first of all, it would help to have 
one fundamental reform, which is what Chairman Davis said, 
which is have the States have some skin in the payment process, 
not just the administration process. That would focus some atten- 
tion and deal, I think, with some of the issues about encouraging 
modern information technology. We need the States to want the 
system to work better. And it is not just audits that will do it. They 
have to feel that it costs them money to have inaccurate systems. 

It is the case across many of these means-tested programs — food 
stamps come to mind. You mentioned UI. WIC is another program. 
About 53 percent of all newborns receive WIC benefits. And this is 
supposed to be a program for just those who are nutritionally 
needy. At some point it would be good to have better evidence and 
better information about student loans, student grants. It goes 
across the board where you see we have given up the process of en- 
forcing the rules, and we are now having to catch up for almost 40 
years of inaction. We started thinking people would just tell us 
when their income changed. 

And I just want to mention this before closing. People don’t be- 
lieve this, but there was a President who said, we don’t need any 
of this recordkeeping. People should just tell us what they need, 
and we will send them a check. The President’s name was Richard 
Nixon. It was the last time we talked about a benefit that had no 
double-checking of actual wage information, and it is time for us 
to double-check as best we can across all means-tested programs. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Chairman DAVIS. I thank the gentleman. 

The chair now recognizes the distinguished chair of the Repub- 
lican Policy Committee, the gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Price. 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. 

This is an interesting panel. I don’t envy any of you who have 
the responsibility for administering this. I think 40 years is prob- 
ably the accurate timeframe for when we put in place a program 
that is extremely, extremely difficult to make work on a day-to-day 
basis. 

Ms. Colvin, you referred to that in your opening comments, and 
I want to commend you for that. 

Our hearing is entitled “The Use of Technology to Improve the 
Administration of SSI’s Financial Eligibility Requirements.” I think 
if you break that down, what that means is that we all want to 
make certain that those who should be receiving benefits are re- 
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ceiving benefits for which they are eligible, and those who shouldn’t 
don’t. That is the unanimity that I think you talked about. 

So if I step back from this and would ask you, challenge you to 
step back, if the slate is clean, what are the one or two things that 
you think are imperative to making a system work that allows us 
to utilize the technology of today to assist in the administration of 
SSI’s financial eligibility requirements? If you wipe the slate 
clean — 

Ms. Colvin, any thoughts about that, if you were not encumbered 
by the current system? 

Ms. COLVIN. Well, I think that having standard definitions of 
what is income and are resources would be important. The com- 
plexity of being able to each month look at someone’s cir- 
cumstances, whether or not they have had income that month or 
if their resources have changed, is very, very complex. We have to 
look at whether or not they received benefits from someone else 
who may have contributed to their care. So it is the whole com- 
plexity of the program. 

We have in the past presented ideas to simplify the program, but 
I think the automation that we are using which allows us to be 
able to do this without having to do it manually, where we can do 
data exchanges — we have 1,500 data exchanges with local and 
State government, we have many with our Federal agencies so we 
can compete — that has helped us. 

But it is the complexity of the program. If we could find some 
way to simplify so we do not have to look at these changes every 
single month. Many times we are looking at it retroactively. For in- 
stance, if we give the correct check to someone for SSI, we give it 
to them at the beginning of the month, but they may get income 
during the month, and then that makes them overpaid. So it is the 
complexity of the program. We need to find a way to simplify it. 

I would be very happy to provide some ideas for the record, but 
I am not certain I can come up with any off the top of my head 
right here. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. O’Carroll, one or two silver bullets? 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Well, the first one, as my esteemed colleague 
just brought up, is reducing the complexity of it. With the alerts 
and these matches where we are either using third-party databases 
or other government information, it still requires that the claim rep 
at SSA, when they get that information, develop it, talk to the per- 
son, and find out what the truth is. And that is a whole other step 
that is needed. So no matter what we are doing in terms of data- 
matching, it still comes down to human intervention in that inter- 
view. And that is part of the issue of complexity. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Soczynski, one silver bullet. 

Mr. SOCZYNSKI. One silver bullet. Well, thinking that I had the 
opportunity to listen to a few ahead of me, but clean slate, back 
to the future? You know, we have silos. We have so many disparate 
databases in so many places that trying to pull all that together 
into a big interface, you know, that is the future. That is the Star 
Wars of the technology is to really find a way to reduce the mul- 
tiple places the information is filed State by State, agency by agen- 
cy, and try to get it all connected, because the data is all there. It 
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is a way of just having it available for the right person to use at 
the right time. 

Mr. PRICE. Ms. Ford, do you agree? 

Ms. FORD. In addition to what Commissioner Colvin had said, 
I would say updating the income and asset levels to reasonable 
amounts, at least to the level they would have been were they in- 
dexed to inflation since the beginning. We are spending 

Mr. PRICE. I don’t know if that is a clean slate item, but I ap- 
preciate that perspective. I am running out of time, but I want to 
get Mr. Besharov up, if I may. 

Ms. FORD. My main point is we are spending an enormous 
amount of administrative resources to chase nickels and dimes. 

Mr. PRICE. Sure. Absolutely. 

Mr. Besharov. 

Mr. BESHAROV. I lead a program on comparing what we do to 
other countries. The social democracies of Europe and Asia are a 
little bit complexifying the program to simplify it. So they have a 
category called “temporary disability.” And the thing about tem- 
porary disability, it is easier to get people on, but it is easier to get 
them off. 

The other thing they have is they have partial disability. And so 
it is easier for them to help someone find a job because they don’t 
have these earnings penalties. Some people are just partially dis- 
abled. We need room for that in the system in a way so that the 
rehabilitative side of the program, which we haven’t talked about, 
has some way to play out. 

So that would be my blank slate. 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman DAVIS. I think the gentleman. 

And the chair now recognizes the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia, Mr. Lewis, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Again, thank 
you for holding this hearing. I want to thank all of the witnesses 
for being here. 

Director Ford, what can Congress do to help SSA and the dis- 
ability community to give support to disabled recipients so that 
they can return to work when they are able to do so? I ^ess this 
is in keeping with the line of questions that my good friend from 
Georgia Dr. Price raised. 

Ms. FORD. Well, I think that making it easier to go back to 
work, increasing those income and asset limits so that you are not 
hitting against those complexities in the program every time you 
earn just a little bit of money. Those complexities frighten people. 
Hitting overpayments every time you earn even a little bit of 
money is very difficult. 

And being creative, we need to look at making it easier for people 
to work. The SSI program does have work incentives in it. It needs 
to make it simpler, though, so that people are not frightened when 
something happens. 

We do already have a way, through the section 1619 program, for 
people to maintain their eligibility for Medicaid so that they don’t 
lose that support system. And very often people who have very se- 
vere disabilities need to maintain their long-term services coverage 
(or their long-term care coverage) through the Medicaid program. 
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That is very, very important. We are talking about people with 
very severe disabilities here. So that is very important. 

Simplification of work incentives is critical, because otherwise it 
becomes too complex. We are talking about a program that is al- 
ready very, very complex. And for people who are eligible for both 
Title II and Title XVI, the complexities become almost too great to 
surmount. The rules are very different. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you. 

Commissioner, the SSI program rules are very complicated. You 
probably know that better than anyone. They are very complicated. 
Apart from new technology are there ways to simplify the rules to 
make the SSI program less burdensome to administer and easier 
for a recipient to understand? How can you make it simple? 

Ms. COLVIN. I don’t have an immediate response to that be- 
cause it is so complex. We would be very happy to work with you 
on ideas that might be worth exploring. But each time a change is 
made, probably for a good reason, it makes the program even more 
complex. So if you just were to roll out all of the changes that have 
been added on to the program over the last 40 years, each one of 
those makes it more and more complex. When you have to look at 
someone’s income and resources every single month, and regardless 
of how small that change is, it impacts or may impact their benefit, 
it becomes very difficult. 

Mr. LEWIS. You don’t have a way in this new age of technology 
to just push a button? 

Ms. COLVIN. No, we don’t have that. We do, as I said, have a 
lot of data exchanges, so we are able to get information about 
wages from IRS or the Administration for Children and Eamilies, 
new hire directory, and some of the other pensions that they re- 
ceive, et cetera. But, for instance, if someone’s living situation 
changes, they have to report that. There is no button that we can 
push. And once they report it, we then have to verify it. So it is 
a very complex process. 

Even with the reports that we get, for instance, like AEI, which 
is considered a third-party report, we have to verify that. We can’t 
just accept that. So it is a very complex program. 

Mr. LEWIS. Anyone else have any suggestion, or recommenda- 
tion, or some magic, I guess you call it a silver bullet? 

Yes, Director Eord. 

Ms. EORD. I would mention that in my testimony we did com- 
ment on Social Security’s proposal for a work incentive simplifica- 
tion project (WISP) which is aimed at Title II, but might be able 
to help those people who are concurrent beneficiaries of Title XVI 
and Title II who want to try to work. WISP is one initiative that 
we would support moving forward on. 

Mr. BESHAROV. If I could, just to give a plug again for what 
this Committee has been doing. I sat in on a planning session at 
the Labor Department, and somebody asked the question, why was 
it so difficult and so expensive to do research on workforce develop- 
ment programs? And the head researcher from the Labor Depart- 
ment said, “Because for each contract, the contractor has to spend 
$1 million collecting the data from the States.” And someone said, 
“Well, doesn’t data come to you, the Department of Labor?” “No,” 
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says the Department of Labor, “and when it comes, we can’t use 
it because it is all in different kinds of pieces.” 

So it sounds so unromantic, but I think the work that this Com- 
mittee is doing on data simplification, data similarities, and codi- 
fication is the first essential step to much more data-sharing elec- 
tronically. It is very important. It seems so mundane, but it is tre- 
mendously important. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman DAVIS. I thank the gentleman. 

Ultimately, if we are going to address the deficit and spending 
issues, it is going to be by fixing the engine and not external or 
symptomatic changes. We are hopeful. These technologies exist 
today all around us. It is a question of removing the statutory bar- 
riers, which the Inspector General and I have talked about in the 
past and others. But I appreciate the conversation so far. 

With that, we recognize Mr. Berg from North Dakota for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the panelists. I 
appreciate the passion that is coming out and what we are doing 
here, which really does seem mundane and boring, but can have 
pretty dramatic effects. 

As you know, the pressure to reduce error rates is critical. And 
the return, the payback is pretty dramatic. Obviously, the chal- 
lenge is if we can prevent an overpayment from happening, that is 
a lot easier than trying to recoup money after that money has gone 
out, for people trying to understand w% that error was made and 
for people trying to correct that whole process. 

So I guess just really on the big picture, Mr. O’Carroll, I would 
like you to tell us what the most common SSI issues are that result 
in overpayment, and are they preventable? 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Mr. Berg, as I was saying in earlier testimony, 
the biggest issue is the self-reporting of SSI recipients. When you 
are talking about your assets, what is your income, what your 
property is, all those are the biggest issues. SSI is a means-tested 
program, and you have to trust the person is giving you the right 
information. I think what we are talking about today is finding 
ways to verify that information the person has given and if any of 
the circumstances have changed. 

Mr. BERG. So how would you prevent that? I am assuming that 
when it relates to property, that is probably a big issue that could 
have a wide variation of opinions on what the value is or if there 
is value. What jumps out and says, this is where it is really hard 
to determine? 

Mr. O’CARROLL. Well, the biggest part of determining eligibility 
is the redeterminations that we have been talking about. When 
those indicators come up, that is the point when you have to bring 
in the recipient and speak to them and find out whether or not 
they have the resources. And unfortunately, one of the big issues 
with the resources of SSA is that we need a balance there between 
stewardship and service. And what we are saying is we need to 
have more resources put toward stewardship. So when you get 
those indicators, you are bringing the people in, you are checking 
to see if their circumstances have changed. 
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And I think that is one of the issues that we would like this 
Committee to help with is for SSA to be given an integrity fund 
or a fund that is earmarked just for stewardship work where, when 
resources are limited, that there will always be the resources there 
to do the redeterminations, the continuing disability reviews, the 
cooperative disability investigations that we do, that is probably 
the best prevention, Mr. Berg. 

Mr. BERG. Thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman DAVIS. I thank the gentleman. 

The chair now recognizes Mr. Reed from New York for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you to the witnesses for your testimony today. 

Ms. Colvin, I wanted to follow up on some prior testimony from 
the change in priorities that we have received from the Commis- 
sioner in prior hearings that I see in this area at SSA. And there 
was some direct testimony from the Commissioner about the fact 
that he was processing incoming eligibility cases over the post-enti- 
tlement checking and making sure that overpayments are getting 
looked at and corrected. Has that been the case in your experience 
in the agency; has that priority shift occurred? 

Ms. COLVIN. I don’t think there is a priority shift. We try to bal- 
ance both of the workloads, both our program integrity and our di- 
rect service. If you have someone who walks into an office, you 
have to serve them. Or if someone calls you on the telephone, you 
have to serve them. And then that work is not finished. You have 
to take action as a result of that call or that visit. So certainly that 
moves to the front of the pile, but I think clearly we have tried to 
balance that. 

Now, we do all of the redeterminations and the CDRs for which 
we are funded, and we are certainly doing other kinds of things 
like our Centenarian Project and other kinds of projects that we try 
to use to identify any overpayments or anyone who is getting a 
benefit who should not. So I would say it is a continuous effort to 
balance the workload. 

Mr. REED. So when the Commissioner came and testified to us 
in previous hearings that there was a conscious decision on his 
part to switch the priority to incoming eligibility claims at the ex- 
pense of post-entitlement work, the Commissioner’s testimony was 
inaccurate? 

Ms. COLVIN. Now, I can’t speak to that because I am not aware 
of that testimony, so I am certainly not going to contradict what 
he would say. But I am responsible for the program integrity initia- 
tive in the agency, and I have not seen that getting shifted. We 
have been pushing that as we always have. 

Mr. REED. So from your experience at the agency, that priority 
shift has not occurred? 

Ms. COLVIN. I would say since I have been there, there is still 
a focus on program integrity work. 

Mr. REED. Wait. But that didn’t answer the question. Was there 
a shift — there is always a focus on everything you do? 

Ms. COLVIN. I can’t speak to whether or not there has been a 
shift. I don’t know what timeframe that testimony was given. I 
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would be very happy to provide you an answer for the record. But 
I am not aware that there has been a shift of not doing program 
integrity work and instead doing 

Mr. REED. Incoming eligibility determination. 

Ms. COLVIN. Right, right. 

Mr. REED. That is fair. 

And then I was going to ask, one of the issues I see here is that 
the qualification for the benefits changes, as we point out, as you 
pointed out, are midmonth many a times, and as the individual is 
eli^ble for the benefits, things change. Has there been any explo- 
ration of technology? I know there is some testimony, Mr. 
Besharov, from you, in the U.K. there is realtime reporting wage 
technology that is out there that the U.K. is relying on. Is there 
anything in the agency’s point of view, Ms. Colvin, warranting to 
get to that realtime data? 

Ms. COLVIN. Thank you for that question. Yes, we have the SSI 
telephone wage reporting where an individual can call in and re- 
port any change in their wages during the month. Right now it is 
a telephone call. We are moving that application to both mobile 
phone services as well as Internet services. We want to make it as 
easy for people to be able to report changes as possible. We think 
that will go a long way. 

Mr. REED. Now, that is self-reporting from the individual. I un- 
derstand in the U.K. — and I will move over here to Mr. Besharov — 
the U.K. realtime data, that is different? 

Mr. BESHAROV. That comes from the employer. And so as soon 
as there is a change, the employer sends the information to Her 
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs. 

Mr. REED. My understanding, I mean, I had four small busi- 
nesses before I came to Congress, and I was doing my weekly de- 
posits, I was doing my payroll, and right there you have it all list- 
ed. You have your Social Security number. Is there a roadblock be- 
tween the IRS and that reporting data, that instant wage, weekly 
deposits that are occurring, not getting over to SSA to simply check 
what is happening during that midstream? 

Ms. COLVIN. Right now the wage reporting from the IRS is 
yearly. We have had proposals in to do it quarterly, but there has 
been concern about the impact on small businesses. 

Mr. REED. Now, what impact on small businesses? They are al- 
ready reporting the data from a majority of the cases. 

Ms. COLVIN. Well, they would have to report it more frequently 
to the IRS to be able to report it to us. We get a yearly report. It 
is usually about 18 months, I think, by the time we get it, so the 
information is old when we get it. And we do, in fact, then go back 
and make changes as a result of that, but you have already in- 
curred overpayments. 

We are entering into a contract with — and I don’t remember the 
name of it now — that would allow us to have a contract with 
large 

Mr. REED. Ms. Colvin, if I could reclaim my time. Because that 
is not my understanding of the process of how it works. And when 
I sign those payroll statements, and when I deposit it, is that an 
accurate statement that the wage reporting information is only pre- 
pared at the end of the year for the IRS? 
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Ms. COLVIN. I said we only get it at the end of the year. 

Mr. REED. You only get it. But if you got it earlier — well, my 
understanding is the IRS does get that information earlier. It gets 
it on a weekly basis with the deposits. So if you got that informa- 
tion earlier, would that help you with this issue? 

Ms. COLVIN. Absolutely. 

Mr. REED. And would you advocate for that? 

Ms. COLVIN. I would advocate for getting it sooner, absolutely. 
And as I was mentioning, we are entering into an agreement with 
an organization called The Work Number, which is a large payroll 
provider for employers that will, in fact, make information avail- 
able to us more immediately. These are your large employers like 
Walmart and some of the other kinds of businesses. 

So we are just beginning to look at that. We think that will also 
help us to get the wage data sooner than we currently are able to 
get it. But anything that would allow us to get that information 
sooner would, in fact, allow us to reduce the overpayments. 

Mr. REED. And you would be supportive of that? 

Ms. COLVIN. Yes. 

Mr. REED. Okay. Thank you. 

Chairman DAVIS. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

And the chair now recognizes Mrs. Black from Tennessee for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I want to thank the panel for being here today. It has been 
very instructive. And I want to follow through on what my col- 
league was just talking about. 

Mr. Besharov, I want to go to you and talk a little bit. If you can 
ferret out a little bit more, in looking at best practices — and I think 
that is something we always should be doing is looking at how 
somebody else is doing, and do they have a better widget or a bet- 
ter way of doing it than what we do — can you ferret out a little bit 
more for me on what the U.K. is doing that we would like to 
model? What would be a good thing? 

Mr. BESHAROV. Thank you. 

I think first and foremost they have identified that people who 
are labeled as disabled have different levels of disability, and with 
social help many of them can work. And I think that is an impor- 
tant social idea. 

I had lunch this afternoon with the senior assistant to Iain Dun- 
can Smith, who I think you had here a few weeks ago at a hearing. 
They have just conducted the next phase of their review. Seventy 
percent of the disability recipients in the U.K. were found to be ei- 
ther not disabled or only partially disabled. And the idea is not to 
throw them off, but to help them. 

So I think one thing we can learn from this is that our system, 
which was created a long time ago — part of our disability system 
we inherited as we tried to create something from the States — if we 
looked at this and compared it to what other countries are doing, 
I think we would decide, number one, that there are things called 
temporary disabilities, and the advantage of a temporary disability 
is that people don’t have to wait a year or more to get on benefits 
because we are not worried that it is a permanent decision. The de- 
cision can be reviewed a year or 6 months later. It is much easier 
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to review a decision when an initial decision was only temporary. 
It is easier to turn that decision around. 

Second, there are different levels of disability, and it is not just 
a question of allowing people to work, but giving them a little bit 
of a nudge. We think your disability is such and such; we think you 
can earn a certain amount. And if we look at other countries, what 
we see is the incentives that they create on top of those rules can 
often be very powerful. 

A person who goes to work in the Netherlands from a partial dis- 
ability, designated having a partial disability, is able to earn more 
than the amount the disability payment would have been. Now, we 
say, well, that is just going to cost us money, but it turns out that 
that moves so many more people into work, that the government 
ends up saving money. 

We should be able to ask these questions, and the only way you 
could ask them and answer them is to have modern data systems 
and have a system that understands that it is not just asking peo- 
ple if they want to work. We have to encourage them a little, and 
we have to give them the financial incentives if they take a job that 
we will respect the fact that they took a job. 

Mrs. BLACK. So looking at the analysis and the data from the 
U.K., can we then assume from that that they have less people who 
stay consistently on their SSI? Do they have people moving in and 
out of the program and, therefore, a total number that is less than 
what we have here in the United States? Is that an assumption we 
can jump to or not? 

Mr. BESHAROV. I don’t know enough about the program, but I 
wouldn’t jump to that conclusion. If we look at other countries like 
the Netherlands, which had a much larger problem, we know that 
when these rules are imposed, the total number of disabled goes 
down. But in this country it really would depend on what the error 
rates are and whether the incentives would help people who are 
only partly disabled. 

I know this is only anecdote, and there are experts around the 
table, but I come from the welfare world, and I can tell you what 
I am told. If someone spends 6 months, a year, or 2 years getting 
on a disability program, and then the first thing that happens is 
they get a letter saying, well, why don’t you go look for a job — am 
I right about that? And so what I am told is there is a certain, wait 
a minute, now, I am not going to mess up what I waited so long 
to get. 

So I think part of the problem is the structure of the program 
which creates such a high hurdle to get in that it is difficult to get 
out. 

Mrs. BLACK. I know my time is going to run out here. The other 
question that I would have — and each of the panel members, this 
would be something for you as well. I know you are not going to 
have time to answer it. You may be able to do that followup in 
writing for me — ^but in just breaking down silos, which silos would 
you need to break down to have a system that you feel would be 
working together, where you would have the right hand knowing 
what the left hand is doing? 

I think that my colleague had already rooted that out in, Ms. 
Colvin, you getting information more quickly. So there is a silo 
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there that needs to be broken down so that it can — and you all 
have been doing a good job, and in reading this notebook I want 
to commend you on that, but we still have a ways to go. 

So thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Chairman DAVIS. I thank the gentlewoman. I want to thank all 
of you on the panel for your thoughtful perspectives on these 
issues. We appreciate you investing the time to come in and talk 
about the experience in SSI that can be transferable to other 
means-tested programs. 

If any Members have additional questions, they will get them to 
you directly. We would ask that you submit them. They will send 
them to you in writing. If you would submit your answers also to 
us for the record so they can be inserted for all to see, we would 
appreciate that. 

Chairman DAVIS. Thank you again for being here, and this 
hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 4:21 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[Submissions for the Record follow:] 
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Additional Information Provided by SSA's DepuU’ Commissioner 
Carolyn W. Colvin in Response to Question Raised by Mr. Price about How to Best 
Use Technology to Administer SSI’s Financial Eligibility Rtouircments if 
Unencumbered by the Current System 

I think that if someone were designing an SSI-like program today, unencumbered by the 
current program, the ability to quickly and automatically verily the eligibility' factors for 
an individual's case likely would be a cornerstone of the new program. As you have 
heard in previous testimony, the current SSI program's reliance on self-reporting can lead 
to improper payments and can be labor intensive for both the beneficiary and us. While 
we are continuing to look for ways for data matching to replace the need for self- 
reporting, not every feature of the program currently lends itself to automatic verification. 
For example, an individual's living arrangement can affect the SSI benefit amount. If he 
or she is living with someone else, we need to determine in effect, who is the head of the 
household and whether food or shelter is being provided to the SSI beneficiary. We have 
not yet found a way to automate this determination. 

Although automated verifications of eligibility would be an important factor in a new 
program, important policy decisions would also need to be made. One such decision 
might be to what extern the traditional rigorous means-test would be modified in order to 
accommodate automation. Back to the living arrangement example — would a new 
program ignore the fact that someone was receiving free food and shelter because 
these determinations are relatively complex, time-consuming, and rely on self-reporting 
and/or third party reports? Alternatively, would the new program maintain the traditional 
means-testing concept that a person receiving free food and shelter was in less need of 
assistance than someone who had to use his or her income to purchase food and shelter? 

As 1 stated in my testimony, significant program simplification is difficult to achieve. 

You will always have to address the critical — and often competing — issues of program 
adequacy, program efficiency, program equity, and program integrity. 
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Additional Infoimalioii Provided bv SSA’s Deputy Commissioner 

Carolyn W. Colvin in Response to Question Raised bv Mr. Reed about Channe in 

Priority from Conducting Post-Entitlement Reviews to Processing Initial Claims 

Our past testimony on this issue acknowledged the tough choices we faced as we tried to 
efTectively balance our core, program integrity, and other workloads in the face of limited 
resources. As the following charts show, in each year since 2007, when Commissioner Astrue 
was sworn in, we have increased the number of continuing disability reviews we have conducted. 
Likewise, except for a very slight decline of about 9,000 cases between FY 2010 and FY 2011, 
the numbers of SSI redeterminations we have conducted have also increased each year. The 
increased numbers of SSI redeterminations and continuing disability reviews have increased our 
program accuracy and program integrity. 
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